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I. Rationalc

A considerable body of rescarch literature indicates that a major
source of a student's pattern of achievement and motives for achievement,
as well as his personality structure, is thc home in which he grows up.
The behavior and attitudes of his parents, as well as thc naturc of the
physical setting and matcrials provided, have a direct impact en his
behavior before and during the school years. In part}cular, three
elements of the home may be catcgorized: demographic factors (housing,
income, ethnic membership), cognitive factors, and emotional factors.

The cognitive variables might be further defined as the amount of acadcimic
guidance provided, the cognitive operational level and style of the
parents, the cultural activitics they provide, the amount of dircct
instruction they engage in, their educational aspirations, their 17nguage
structure, the frequency of language intcraction, and the intellectuality
they provide such as in books, magazines, and the like.

The parental cmotional factors may be conceived of as the consistency
of management and disciplinarv patterns, the parents' own cmotional
security and self-esteem, their belicf in internal versus external control
of the emvironment, their own impulsivity, their attitudes toward school,
the willingness to devote time to their children, and their patterns of
work (Gordon, 196S, 1970). If these factors do contribute to child
performance, then one phase of the educationil program should be the

educat.on of parents to be awarc of and use their talents to increasc the




achicvement motivation, intellectual behavior, and sclf-esteem of the
child. The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program, thevefore, ‘
was designed to work dircctly in the home, so that the home situation
might lead to better school and life performance. Most parents are good
parcnts, interested and concerned about their children, with high hopes
for them. All parents can continuc to grow and lecarn ways to wofk‘with
their children, which helps them in school and life. The Florida Pfogxam
assumes that parcnts are adecquatc; it is designed to enhance this adecquacy.
Not all of the child's bchavior, obviously, is a function of the
home. The school itsclf plays an intcgral role in the intellectual and
personality developiment of the child. The naturc of the curriculum, the
mode of teacher behavior, the classroom ecology, all influence not only
immediate bchavior but also patterns of bchavior for the future. Any
progran of compensatory education nceds to work not only in the home but
also in the school. The Florida Program, thercfore, provides ways of
changing the classroom organization, teaching patterns, and influencing

the curriculum in a Follow Through classroom through (1} the usc of

.

\
. . 4
araprofessionals and, (2) the developuent, by the tecaching team (teachers
’ / b

and paraprofessionals) of appropriat> hoxe learning activities growing
out of the classroor program, and the purents' desires and neceds.

The progran emphasis is on (1) the developrnent of nonprofessionals
as parcent cducators, and as cffective participants ia the classroom
tcaching process; (2) the development of appropriate instructional tasks
which can be carricd from the school into the home to establish a more
effective huie learning environment; und, (3) the developucat of parents

as partners in the educational program for their children. Our belief is

4
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that the most cffective program for children creates a partnership between
home and school. “the goals are to bring about changes in the learning
environzents, both home and school, so that the child's intellectual and
affective development will be enhanced. To accomplish this, the key

elenents of the program arc as follows:

Kex Ekgmgnts

Major clements of the program are (1) the training of mothers (two
to cach classroom) in the role of combined parent educator and tecacher
auxiliary; (2) training the tcacher in the use of paraprofessional person-
ncl; (3) development of materials for {amily use which take into account
not only the school's goals f{or the child, but also, and cqually, the
family's expcctations, goals, life style and value systew; and, (4)
involvement of the Policy Advisory Committec in all phases of the progriti.
Both teacher and paient educator ave taught pooccdures for the
developrment of teuaching tasks. The parent education activity consists
of periedic (preferably once a weck) houwe visits in which tle major
activity is the demenstration and teachine of the mother in tashs that
have been devised in school to increase the ¢hild's intellectual
competence and personal and social development. A sct of criteria
arce used by the teaching team in both the developront and assess cat
of their waterials. Responsibility for curricnlum developient rests in
the local cowmunity.  In each community, & librory of activitics has
been developad which can be ased by any Follow Through teacher, regardless
of grade Jevel, when the activity matches the child and honwi; A learning
activity (task) may be used for many chiidgren, or may fit jhst Jotow.

These tasks are developeld to cnhance not only the counitive ov acadenic

-
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dcvclopmcnt.of the child, but also to strcng%hcn the parent-child bond,

to involve siblings, both older and younger, in the Follow Through child's‘
learning. They are not "homework," but game-type supplements. They are

not designed as "remedial work" nor are they to be scen as serving "problem"
children. They are for all children in thf Follow Through classroom.

As a part of the demons?.ation in tcaching:~the parent cducator helps the
parent understand the purposcs of cach task, how to perform it, and how

to estimate the ability of the child to complecte the task. But tasks are
not a one-way strect.ﬂ The parcnt educator not only encourages the parents
to develop their own adaptations of the material, she also actively

solicits from the parents their idecas about activities which have worked
for them, their suggestions for future tasks, and their views about
schooling. Thesc, in turn, arc used by the Follow Through teachers and
parent educators in the creation of new activities, with credit given

to parcnt-originators. In th(?yfashion the school is influenced by the
home, and the parent is enhanged.

The parent educator also ves as the first linc liaison person
between the Follow Through progéfm and the home. She scrves as a referral
agent for medical, dental, psychological and social services, by infoining
the mother of the existence of suen services and, depending upon the
community, establishing the contact between the home and a representative
of these services. This requires that the parent edacator understand the
nature of other Follow Through and comnunity scrvices in addition to
understanding her role in the task arca. She also informs the parcnts

about PAC nectings and other school functions, and cncouvaees involvenent

not only in task development, but in the whole range of community-school

relationships. '
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In the school, the parent educator serves as a teacher auxiliary
‘ implementing instructional activities through working with individuals

or small groups on various learning tasks. A basic element in the Florida
Program is the rccognition of the paraprofessional as a member of the
teaching team. Under supervision, parent cducators perform a wide range
ef activities in the classroom, and are not confined to housekeeping,
clerical or child carc duties. Basic to the creation of sound home
learning tasks is a knowledge of the child and his bchavicer in the
classroom. By working with the children on school activities, the parent
educator comes to knoﬁ them. She thus can, after planning with the teacher,
inform parents about the progress of the child.

The parent educator speﬁds about half her time in home visits; her
load being half the families in the class. Her remaining timec is spent }
at school, working in thé classroom, planning with the teacher, reporting
to the teacher about her visits, and participating in inservice education.
In several cormunities, organized staff development programs in local
institutions gf-fighgr education offer the paraprofessional additional
opportunitieg for persondl carcer development.

A key persgn in Q&c program is the classroom teacher. She superviscs

s

R

the classroon wdrkh of the parent educator and assists her in planning and

implementing the parent education activities., She, with the assistance
of the parcné\educntors,_ﬂevclopb md selects the home learming tasks.
She briefs thé parcent educator before the yisits, and receives her report
after. In order to perform these duties, the tecacher nceds additional
planning time, and many of the communities have built such tine into

their schedules.  Further, the teacher ceceives eftective technical help
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from a sccond or third adult in the classroom in carrying out the

general goal of recaching cach child. She finds that there is

increased parent understanding and support for her cfforts. She also
learns ways to work with other adults which increase her professional
competence.
Parents are encouraged not only to visit the school and the class-
room, but to take part in working with children 1n the room. Pgrents
are not scen as observers or bystanders, but as people who can con-
tribute to the education of all children. Thus, in a room the teacher
may have several adults carrying out a variety of learning activities.
She becomes, then, better able to assess and meet individual nceds
becausc she is freced from the tyranny of large class instruction, and
from the myth that children only learn when the teacher is teaching.
She learns, through the creation of all home materials, ways to reorga-
nize her classroom for individual and small group learning.

The community appoints a full-time coordinator who is responsible
for ali components of the Follow Through program. The coordinator
attends the workshop at the University of Florida and works closely

with the program sponsor in implementing the Florida cemponents.

4

IT. Program Goals

As stated above, we scek changes in the learning cnvironments
and in children. The changes we seek in learning environments are in
adult behavior and attitudes rather than in the physical setting.
Specifically, we aim for changes in:

1. For parents.

a. Increcasc parents' usc of Jdesirable teaching hehaviors
in the instruction of their children. .

ERIC
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For

For

Increase or maintair at a high level the use of
time spent with the child on educational recrea-
tional activities. .

Increase or maintain at a high level the use of
library community resources, reading materials in
the home.

Increase or maintain at a high level attendance
and participation in school and class functions.

Increase or maintain at a high level the amount
of family centered activities.

Maintain a high level of expectation for academic
achievement for child.

Raise or maintain at a high level the parents'
feelings of interpersonal zdequacy, competence.

Increasc or maintain at a high level parents' skill
in relating to school, participating in PAC.

Increase or maintain at a high level the feelings
of control over the educational 1ife of the child.

children.

Raise or maintain at a high level the level of”
self-esteem.

Increase or maintain at a h1§h level cognitive
development, ability to ask questlons to know
evidence, manipulate materials, use abstract
language, solve concrete problems, organize infor-
mation.

Increase or maintain at a high lcvcl ach1evement
motivation.

Increase or maintain at a h:rg¢h level initiative
and self-direction.

classroom and school.
Increase or meintain at a high level teachers' skill

in classroom management of other adults (para-
professionals and parents).




b. Incrcasc the tecachers' skill in constructing ‘
focused curriculum materials (home learning
tasks) and use of desirable teaching bchaviors.

¢. More individualized instruction through use of
other adults, and home learning tasks.

/ . . .
d. Increagt parent educator's skill in using
desirable teaching behaviors in working with
parents.

\
| ~\\\ e. Incrcase parent cducator's time in working with
individual children and small groups.

f. Increasc parent educator's skill in planning
with teacher for both home and school activities.

g. Increase or maintain at a high level parent

educator's self-esteem and sensc of internal
control.

i. Provide a model of home-school relationships for
subsequent use in the school system.

h. Help tcachers' morale. '
It will bc noted that, in keeping with our rationale, the changes
are not only in home but in school, and in the rélationship between
them.
I1II. Procedures
A, Training Programs - Communities
Onc of the major continuing functions of the model sponsor has
becn to provide training activities tor those pecople implementing the
model in our eleven (11) Follow Through communities. The primary people |
receiving the training have been the tecacher-P.E. teams, and PAC chair-
persons aud parents, with the major training emphasis placed on all activ-

ities related to the home visit and the relationship of the home to school.

@
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. All other support people (coordinator and staff, task specialist,
principals, cvaluation soeciazlist, administrators) always have been
part of the training « . thut they may know what the sponsor
was trying to accomplish, and to gain their support in accomplishing
the goals of the model in their community. Until 1972, major train-
ing activities were conducted at the home shop in Gainesville at the
University of Florida during the summer under the sponsorship of EPDA
funds. When EPDA funding ended our workshops were reduced to two-
three day <essions for coordinators, evaluation people, PAC chairr ‘sous
and parents and administrators. The emphasis was on reporting on what
progress was being made in our program and planning for future activities.
Two workshops were held in Cainesville - July 16-18, 1973 and
November 14-15, 1973 - for the eleven communities participating in the
Florida Parent Education Follow Through Model to plan for the f&£ure
of the project upon phase-out of federal funding.
The purposc of the July 16-18 workshop was to explore with
community power figures ways of continuing the Florida Model once
tfederal funds were withdrawn. The workshop was attended by superin-
tondcnts,’school board memuers, project coordinators, PAC chairpersons,
evaluation specialists and pirents. Sce Appendix ¢ for the agenda and
list of participants.
The Novemver 11-15, 1973 workshop was designed to assist cach of
our Follow Thraugh communities Jevelop its first phasc-out proposal in

a new format and to meet what ve were led to believe was an absolutely

rigid December 15 deadline which never materialized. Parts of
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tue workshop were devoted to writing new letters of agreement and ‘
planning appropriate phase-out activities.
Mrs. Rose Koury (U.S.0.E., Follow Through) assisted our communitiesg

{

with the new proposal format. No major changes in objectives for our \

~

model were made. Appendix H contains the agenda and a list of parti-

cipants.

B. Training Programs - On-Site Workshops
On-site workshops of one weer duration were held prior ¢o the
opening of school in each community for all Follow Through personnel.
|

One or more of the following Florida faculty served as a consultant

in the listed community for at least two days during the pres:rvice
workshop.
On-Site Preservice Workshops
August, 1973
Chattanooga Dr. Ware August 13-14
Dr. Newman August 20-21 :
Houston Dr. Bessen< August 13-15
Jacksonville Dr. Greenwood August 15-17-29
Mrs. Olmsted August 17
Jonesboro Dr. Webh August 30-31
Mrs. Olmsted August 30-31
Lawrencebury Dr. Greenwood August Z1-I2 - ‘
Philadelphia Dr, Guinagh. August 20-21
Richmond Dr. Breivogel August 20-2:
Dr., Bessent August 23-C
Tampa Dr. Packer August 29-30
Winnsboro Dr. Johr.-on August 6-7
Yakima Dr. Ware August 20-23 .

SN RINW
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The training programs for thesc 1ocal, on-sitc workshops werce
. designed to review the model with experienced tcachers and P.E.s and

to introduce the model to new teachers and P.E.s. Training was pro-
vided in somc of the following arcas: wuse of DTBs, tecacher-parcnt
educator roles, preparation and procedures for parcnt cducators to
use on home visits and local procedures for linkage between the cduca-
tional component, comprehensive scrvices, and PAC activities. However
long the community has becn with us we have not assumed that the pro-
gram is ready to be fully implemented at termination of the workshop
in new or old classrooms. We sec our program as developmental. The
preservice workshops arc designed to enhance the skill of people who
have been involved with us over a perioc of time and to provide the
entry skills for tho.e entering for whom it is (he first year. It is
also a time to get feedback from those pecple operating the progranm.

C. In-service Program Support - School Year On-Site

1. Each community has a liaison officer. He communicates with
the community, and arranges for the consultant's visit, briefs the
consultant on the local situation, and then receives a report from him
about his trip. (See Appendix I for memo from G.E. Greenwood and W.F.
Breivogel to Liaison Officers and Consultonts in refercnce to Consulting
Procedures, 1973-74 and Job Description of the Florida Policy Advisory
Committce Consultant). (For Liaison Officers' final report on their
communities, sce Appendix J.)

The Liaison officer's role is a critical onc, since to a great
degrce our program is responsive to changing local conditions and
helping implement the model throughout the school ycar. Each liaison

. officer is a full-time recgular faculty member of the College of

=
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Education, University of Florida, who is released by his department
from tcaching one course during the academic year for this responsi-
bility. (NormgL/éngse load in Foundations is seven (7) five-hour
courses; in/éq;mcntary Education, eight (8) four-hour courses). He

is a basilc member of the policy and administrative team. The liaison
officers [And consultants meet regularly as a "Foliow Through group"

te discusk| the overall program, issues and problems of each‘community,
plans for hé future. The inclusion of a.i liaison officers and
consultants in the decision-making process means that the Florida

Program is a basic commitment of the Research and Development pro- _

gram of the College of Education, with strong implications for teacher

education. The liaison officers are listed below:

Community Liatson Officer Rank Department
Chattanooga Dr. W. Ware Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Houston Dr. H. Bessent Asst. Prof. Foundations
Jacksonville Dr. G. Greenwood Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Jonesboro Dr. R. Webb Asst. Prof. Foundations
Lac du Flambeau Dr, E. Jester Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Lawrenceburg Dr. G. Greenwood Assoc. Prof. Foundations
Philadelphia Dr. B. Guinagh Asst. Prof. Foundations
Richmond Dr. W. Breivogel Asst. Prof. Elementary
Tampa Dr. A. Packer Assoc. Prof. Elementary
Winnsboro Dr. S. Johnson Asst. Prof. Elementary
Yakima Dr. W, Ware Assoc. Prof. Foundations

2. We provide two davs of consultant service a month to the
local community (sce Appendix I which describes the basic ingredients
of the consultant visit). ie consultant schedule of visits which
were made in 1973-74 follows. It wiil be noted that the pattern of

visits varies by community, and that "two days a month" is a guide.

TR
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In communities such as Yakima and Lac du Flambeau, distance as well
as local needs dictated a different pattern. The communities and
liaison officers develop the best local approach.

3. During 1973-74, videotapes were again used as a part of the
inservice training procedurc. Each community was asked to send to the
sponsor one videotape each month depicting teacher-parent educator
planning sessions, home visits, follow-up sessions after home visits,
Or sponsor related classroom episode. Feedback on these videotapes
was provided in one of two ways: (1) the next consultant returned
the tape to the community and discussed its contints during his visit,
or (2) the liaison officer communicated the féedback information by
letter.,

In addition to videotapes, each community sent copies of its
home learning activities, the weekly observation reports of parent
educators, and attitude and questionnaire information about the homel
These data are used for program evaluation and to assist in planning in
inservice training. Computer printouts of Parent Educator Wcekly
Report duta provide the basic feedback to.communities during the
vear. These printouts contain such informaticn as: (1) percentage
of possible home visits that arc completed. (2) percentage of parents
working in the classroom, and (3) percentage of home lecarning activities
being used which were developed by parents. Thesc data plus feedback
data on’prc- and post-testing are provided to‘thqlcommunity both by
mail and during consultunt visits. Ali of these materials arce
explaired to the Policy Advisory Committce, and no data are collected

which have not been reviewed by that committee.
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The program sponsor, the local education agency, and the
parents are seen as a partnership team in which information flows
back and forth, with the main objective being to enhance the total
development of the child. In our model, curriculum content decisions
are entirely the prerogative of the local community. The program
sponsor attempts to enable teachers and parent educators to tianslate
their content goals into effective learning materials to be used at
home and in school to achieve what it is the parents and school wish
to achieve.

The program sponsor, through the continuous contact of liaison
officers and consultants strive to keep all elements of the program on

target, and to facilitate the development of the program. The role of

the Institute is more than ceonsulting services; it provides dircction,
support, and information, as well as some elements of the cvaluation
program. Within the framework of the program, however, there is con-
siderable flexibility to meet community neceds.

4. In the arca of leadership of the Florida Pirent Educatloé
Follow Through Prqgram, 1972-73 was a year of transition. JAs Dr. Ira J.
Gordon would be on sabbatical leave during 1973-74, he worhed closely
with and gradually turned the leadership over to the three persons who
would direct the program during his abscnce, Dr. Gordon Greenwood, Dr.
Willium Ware, and Dr. William Breivogel, with Dr. Greenwood assuming the
major role. The position of Project Manager was filled by Pat Olmsted
who supervised all Follow Through personnel and coordinated the flow of

data between the communitics and the sponsor. The central office staff

also consisted of several graduate and doctoral students, and student
> L

assistants .and non—acadvmxl\ygfsonnel for data processing.

A
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D. PAC Activities

PAC activities are central to the program sponsor's goals and
implementation activities. We view parent education far more broadly
than what happens on the visit and/or a parent's involvement as
classroom worker or volunteer, although these are fundamental to the
program. We belicve that parent education includes helping parents
influence the institutional Sstructure, curriculum and educational
program of the school.

During 1973-74, we continued to keep PACs informed of our consulting
activitics by serding the PAC chairperscn the same :onsulting letter
that is gent to the project coordinator and by arranging consulting visits
so that they corresponded with monthly PAC meetings. We continued to
involve PAC in decision-making about program and evaluation through PAC
attendance at our planning conference in November, 1973, and atf our
summer workshop for coordinators and administrator: in the summer of 1973.

In an effort to further strengthen all our PACS, we provided the
consulting services of Mr. James Braccy, a former Richmond PAC chairman.
Mr. Braccy made visits to seven of our eleven communities.during 1973-74
as follows:

1. Winnsboro, August 8 - 10, 1973

2. Chattanooga, October 7 - 9, 1973 and March 3 - 5, 1974

3. Jacksonville, October 17 - 19, 1973; November 28 - 30, 1973
March 12 - 15, 1974 and April 8 - 11, 1974

4. Philadelphia, November 18 - 20, 1973 and April 29 - May 35, 197j
5. Lawrencecburg, February 4 - 6, 1974

6. Lac du glambeau, February 19 - 23, 1974

Y

v

7. Houstoity May 14 - 17, 1974

< .
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He assisted PACs in such arcas as:

1.

2.

¢ 6.

7.

Heiping PAC officers understand their roles;

Helping parent educators to understand PAC and encourage
parent involvement;

Organizing and reorganizing PAC committees;

Organizing and rcorganizing both city-wide and local school
PACs;

Planning various PAC sponsored activities and regular
meeiings;

Establishing election procedures and drafting of by-laws;

Developing more efficient ways ot spending PAC funds.

A job description for the Policy Advisory Committee Consultunt

follows (see Appendix I).
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E. Evaluation Procedurecs
The 1973-74 year was the first year that the Florida Parent

Education Program Sponsor operated under the revised evaluation plan

which called for the model spopsef to assume full leadership in
evaluation. As~Suchy-muell time was spent working through unexpected

difficulties which seemed to appear with great regularity. In addition
to maﬁaging the new system for data flow and associated problems,
evaluation activity consisted of instrument revision and work on the
master file.

Instrument construction and revision was confined to three
areas: A Parent Interview, the Parent Education Cvcle Evaluation (PECE),
and the Desirable Teaching Behavior (DTB) identification task. A
parent interview had been constructed and used with parents in 4 local
project in 1971-72. This interview format was revised and used again
locally in 1972-73. As a part of the 1973-74 evaluation, this interview
was revised extensively and then administercd to parents in two of the
regular Follow Through project sites. The second instrument-related
activity concerned the procedures for administering the PECE. These
procedures here revised to vield additional data which had not been seen
as necessary at the time when the 1§73—74 proposal was written. The
third instrument related activity concerned the development of the DTB
identification task. When the 1973-74 proposal was submitted on
February 15, 1973; it had been anticipated that the Sponsor would
develop a videcotape contaiming sheort segments of interaction depicting
each of the DTBs. Arter much cffort, 1f became cvident that the

professional and technical expertise to produce such a tape was not

P
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available. Thus, the plan of the evaluation was redesigned, and

a papcr-and-pencil format was adopted. Verbal statements characterizing
the various DTBs were generated and field-tested extensively. On the
basis of preliminary results, statements were rcworded. During the
attempt to build parallel forms, it was noted that there was a warm-up
effect. In order to compensate for differences since some communitics
had been practicing on a similar format, two forms were devised:

a short form and a long form. The short form was used for practice and
the long form for reporting results.

Another major task for the 1973-74 involved work on setting up
a master file for Sponsor data. When the Fiorida Parent Education
Prcgram began operation in 1968, the data files were not set up to run
the kinds of analvses which are currently needed. In subsequent years,
different project staff maintained different types of files. Thus,
when the statf began the job of building a master file using the
child as the unit of rccord, little bits of data were pulled together
from various places. If then became evident that there had accumulated
over the years a large number of coding errors. The staff is currently
correcting as many o:r these errors as pessible and a "complete' master
file 1s anticipated during the fall.

The last major task of the 1973-T4 vear has been the processing
of data from 1973-74 and the preparation of this ennual report. For
purposes of continuity, the busic organization of the presentation of
results shall paraltlel the structure of the 1973-74 proposal. In that

proposal, objectives were stated for the najor "tarpets" of the progran:

Parents, Children, Teachers, and Parent 'ducotors., In general, all

.‘.w)’



communities were responsible for providing a basic set of data, and
additional data were collected_in selected projects. Results will be
reported by target and by objective. Also, results will be reported
for the entire program and for individual'communities‘ When individual

community data become extensive, tables will be included in Appendices.

Parents

Parents, as the primary target of the Florida Parent Education
Program, may be invelved in the program in a variety of ways. Such
involvement must be assessed appropriately. This evaluation focuses on teaching
behavior, involvement in Policy Advisory Committee, classroom volunteering,
participation in the home visit program. Addition;l data include an
examination of vertical diffusion cffects, changes in the home environ-
ment, changes in parent self concept, and knowledge of the Desirable
Teaching Behaviors.
Objective A.1

A, By the end of the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected
sample of mothering ones will demonstrate anrincreased use of at least
one DTB in teaching their children, as measured by the Parent Education
Cycle Evaluation (PECE), pretest-posttest.

B. A randomly selcgted sample of Follow Through mothering ones
will demonstrate a significantly higher us& of DTBs in tcaching their
children than will a sample of comparison mothering ones.

Initially, it was planned to collect datqﬁrelating to these
two objectives in each of four communities. towever, because of the

complexity of PPCL data collection in terms of time, ecxpense and

.
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number of people involved, the decision was made to gather dcta ‘
for objective Al (a) and Al (b) scparately, involving two of the four
PECL communities 1n each objective. The design, data collec.ion and

results for objective Al (a) will be presented first followed by the

-
-

same for Al (b).
Al. (a) The design for objective Al (a) was revised for 1973-74.
As in previous ycars the sampling model for this objective was thrce-
stage cluster sampling. First,six teachers were randomly selected, then
one of the two associated parent cducators was randomly selected. For
each of the six parent educators selected, four mothers were randomly

selected from the "population" of mothers regularly visited by the

o,

parent educators. In previous years the following vidcotapes were
filmed with this sample: (A) 6 teacher-parent educator planning
sessions, (B) !4 parent educator-mothering one teaching sessions,
and, (C) 24 mothering one - child teaching sessions. For 1973-74 the
decision was made to divide the sample of mothering ones into two groups,
one group in which each mothering one was taught the task by a parent
oduthor and one group in which each wothering one was not taught the
task by a parent educuator.

The number and type of videotapes filmed in both
community I' and community 1 for the 1973-74 pretest were as follows:

6 teacher-parent cducator plannine sessions

12 parent educator-mothering one teaching sessions

12 mothering one - chiid teaching sessions - with mothering
one being PLL. taucht tor this particular task

12 mothering one - ¢hild teachine sessions - with
mothering one being rot P.l. taught for this particular
task

All mothering ones were from 'qualified' familics and had children in .

Follow Through (IT) classrooms. The videotapes were filmed locally and
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then scnt to the sponsor for obscrvation, coding and analysis. Scveral
observation systems werc uscd Yith the videotapes, but only the data
relating to the DTBs will be rcported herc. The DTB observation system
involved two indcpendent vicwings of each videcotape with frequency counts
for each DTB being made. The two obscrvers then comparcd their counts
and resclved differences by obscrving the vidcotape a third time. Five
undcrgraduate students comprised the pool . DTB observers and a
schedule was developed so that cach possible pair of students observed
a certain number of the set of tapes. Periodically all five students
watched the samc tape independcntly and compared counts to insurc that
they were all obscrving in the samec way.

Following the collection of the pretcst data for objectives
Al (a) and Al (b) ccrtain data collection problems hecame evident
in one of the communities in the Al (b) sample,and consequently this
community vas eliminated from the post-test sample. Since Al (b)
was an objective specifically requested by Washington, the decision
was made to move community T to the sample for objective Al (b) for thc
post-test. Thus, post-test data collection for objective Al (a)
occurred only in commnunity P, -

For post-test data collection in community P the decision
was made 10 have all mothering-ones be Non-P.E.-taught to provide data
to look at: (1) how mothering ones who were taught a task earlier in
the year would teach this same task later in the ycar if it werc not
taught to them the second ti&e, and (2) how mothering ones who were not
taught the task erther time would change their tcaching behavior during
the year. Thus, the post-test data tor objective Al (a) consisted of

24 vidcotapes of mothering one - c¢hild tecaching sessions with no



mothering ones being taught the task by a parent educator. These .

. post-test vidcotapes were locally filmed and sent to the sponsor
for obscrvation, coding and analysis,
The home learning task selected for the PLCL involved

rcading the book Whistle For Willie by Ezra Jack Keats. 1In the pretest

P.E.-taught condition the three types of sessicns (teacher-parent
educator- parent educator-mothering one, mothering one - child) were
conducted as usual but with this task instead of one locally developed.
In the non-P.E. - taught condition standard instructions were read
to the mothering one befere she was asked to read the book with her child.
In both conditions the mothering one was provided with a sheet giving
general suggoestions for doing the task. AppendixF contdins a copy of
the standard instructions as well as a copy of the sheet of suggestions
given to the mothering one.

The data must appropriate to objective Al (a) is
from the sample of mothering ones in community P who were in the non-
P.E. taught condition for both the pretest and the post-test. There
were twelve mothering ones in this sample on the pretest and ten of
them were still ava:lable for the post-test. Of these ten, seven
showed an increase of at least one DTB, two showed no change, and one
showed a decrease.  Using the sign test on these data p¢.05. Thus,
it can be concluded thar in community P’ a randomly sclected sample of
mothering ones did dcmonstrute_an increased use of at least one DTB

*,

in teaching thetr children. \\“

Other duta available from the revisions made to

objective Al (a) arc the number of DIBs uscd on the pretest by mothering .

O \ RIETIRS 'l‘:\'
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. ones in the two conditions in the two communities. The means and
standard deviations for the number of DTBs used by P.E.-taught and

non-P.E. taught mothering ones in communities I’ and T are:

X s .d.
Community P
PE-taught 4.42 1.73
Non-PE-taught 2.17 1.36
Commurity T
PE-taught 3.67 1.64
Non-PE-taught 3.42 1.62

In both communities mothering ones in the PE-taught
condition used more DTBs than did the mothering ones who were non-
PE-tc.ght. This might be expected since the mothering ones in the

“ first condition had the task taught to them and had the opportunity
to model the behavior of the PE. However, the size of the difference
between the mean scores for the two groups is large in community P
and small in community T. 1In community P, mothering ones who were
PE-taught used significantly more DTBs than aid mothering ones who
were non-PE-taught (t=5.50, p<.01). In communiiy T the difference
in the number of DTBs used by the two groups of mothering ones is not
significant.

Another type of data available is the number of DTBs
covered in cach of the threce types of sessions in the PE-taught condition
on the pretcst." The mecan number of DTBs covered in the teacher-PE,

PE-mothering one, and mothering onc - child sessions in communities

P and T are:

Community Community T
Teacher - 'L 4.83 4.00
PE - Mothering onec 4.83 3.25
Mothering one - Child 4.42 3.07
' In both communities the number of DTBs covered by

ERIC VLIV
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teachers is larger than that covered by mothering ones. In ’
community‘P the PLs cover the same number of DTBs as the teachers,
whilc in community T the PLs cover fewer DTBs than the mothers. Nonc
of the differcnces in number of DTBs covered within cither community
is significant.
Another intcrcsting thing which can be noted in thesc
iigurcs is that in all thrce types of scssions community P pcrsoné
cover more DTBs than do community T persons. Whether this is due to
differcnces in program implementation or to diffcrences in community
characteristics is impossible to ascertain with the data at hand.
One final set of data relating to the revision of
vujective Ai (a) needs to be presented. In community P a group of
mothering oncs were videotaped at two points during the vear, on the
pretest they were PL-taught and on the post-test they were non-PE-
taught. There were tweclve mothering ones in this group on the pretest
ana ten of thesc were available on the post-test. Of the ten mothering
r ones, zcro incrcased in their use of DTBs, four showed no change in
riwsber of DTBs used, and six showed a decrcase. This data would support
the statement made earlier that when Ph-taught, mothering ones model
the teaching behavior of the vt.
Al. (b) Pretest data for objective \1 (b) were collected in
cormunities K and 0. In cach comwunity 18 videotapes werce filmed, 24
of Tollow Through (I'l) mothering ones teaching their children and 24
of mon-follow Throush (NI'T) mothering ones teaching their children.

All mothering oncs an both the FT and NI'T samples were 'qualiticd'.

The -1deotapes were made locally and sent te the sponsor for observation, Q

-
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coding and analysis. Several observation systems werc used with éhe
videotapes, but only the data relating to the DTBs will be reported

/
here. The observation procedures used with the Al (b) videotapes 7
were identical to those used with the Al (a) videotapes.

As mentioned earli;}-certain data collection problems

became evident in one of thé‘communities in the RI (b) sample
(Conmunity ). Thus, this community was eliminated from the pcsi;test
sample for objective Al (b) and community T was used as a substitute. ~
The post-test data collection in community T consisted of filming 48
vidcotapes of 'qualified' mothering ones teaching their children.
Twenty four of these mothering ones were currently in the Follow
Through program and twenty four were neither currently in, nor never
had been in, the Follow Through progran. e

The pretest and posttest data collection for Obiective

Al (b) couild be summarized as follows:

Community K Community O Community T

Pretest 24Q FT 24Q FT
&24Q NET 24Q NFT

Post-test 24 NQ FT 24Q FT
24 NQ NFT 24Q NET \

All FT samples for objective Al (b) were sclected by
the sponsor from child roster information supplicd by the communities.
Criteria for the selection of the NFT sample were clearly specified
by the sponsor with the actual sample being drawn locally. In each
community where a NFT sample was needed there was an evaluation specialist
available to assist with the selection.

’ The home learning task selected for objective Al (b)

Q ’ ;sf}:\:
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was identical to the one used for objective Al (a). In‘ each case, .
standard instrﬁdtions were recad to the mothering one before she was
asked to rcad the book with her child. The mothering one was also
provided with a sheet giving general suggestions for doing the task.
(Sec Appendix F ).

The pretest data for objective Al (b) were analyzed
with a multivariate analysis of variance program (BMDX63). A 2 x 2
factorial design (communities K and O, experimental and control) was
used with frequency of use of the DTBs and the dependent variables.
The results indicate that there is a significant difference ip the
frequency of use of the DTBs between comnunities K and O (p<01) and
that there are significant program effects (p«05). The interaction
between communities and program effects is nopsignificant.

Univariate analysecs were then done to determine which
of the DTBs significantly contributed to the differences found by the
multivariate analysis. DTBs #1, #2, #3 and #6 were found to be
contributing to both the significant difference found between communities
and the significant difference found between the experimental and control
samples. »

These fxndi/g;‘prcscnt the following bicture. Within
both community O aid community K qualified T mothering ones use
significantly more DTBs than qualified NI'T mothering ones. Also qualified
mothering cones in comnunity K usc significantly more DTBs than qualified
mothering ones in community O. The I'T progrum is having a significant
effect in both communitics with the two communities operating at ditfeient

levels "of usage of the DTBs. ' ‘
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‘ Since the post-test data wérc; collected with qualified
mothering oncs in community T and non-qualilied mothering ones in
community K, the data for the two communities were analyzed separately
using one way multivariatc analysis of variance procedurcs. In both
communities there was no significant difference betwecen I'T and NFT
‘moﬁhering ones with regard to the frequency of their use of the DTBs.

In summary, the data for objective Al (b) indicate
that the program is having a significant effect on the frequency of
use of DTBs for qualified FT mothering ones in comparison to qualified
NFT mothering ones in communities K and O, but not in community T.
Also, no significant difference in frequency of use of the DTBs was
found between noﬁqualified FT and NFT mothering ones in community K.
Finally, communities O and K are operating at significantly different
levels of usage of the DTBs. V
Objective A.2

During the 1973-74 school ycar, at least 50% of a random sample of
parents will attend a PAC meeting (either school or city-wide PAC).

The procedures for assessing this objective differed slightly from
the procedures as outlined in the proposal.. Rather than collect data ~
on a sample, it became possible to examine the entire population.

The names of the parents of each child were entered on the class rosters
in all communities and sent to ihe Sponsor, where a master list was

built for cach community. Attendence sign-in sheets were sent for each
city-wide and building PAC mecting. ~Sponsor personnel compared sipn-in

sheets with master lists und compiled a file for cach community. The

‘ results were as follows:

==
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Communities Number of Meetings Nunber of Families Number Families

chresented

K 66 799 181 )]
I 34 802 296 3
M 16 498 125 (8
N 17 246 84 4)
0 62 960 138 (10)
P . 25 427 254 (1)
Q 15 396 101 N
R 10 682 61 (11)
S 152 640 198 (5)
T 85 729 200 (6)
U 11 98 49 (2)

An examination of the results indicates that only two of the eleven
projects achieved the objective as stated. Six other communities
reached a 25% level of proficiency, and three communities (K, 0 & R)
failed to have 25% of the parents attend at least one PAC meeting.

Objective A.3

During the 1973-74 school year, at least 25% of a random sample of parents
will attend a PAC related activity other than a PAC meeting.

As with Objective A.2, it was possible to collect data on the entire
population, rather than on a random sample as specified in the objective.
PAC related activities were defined as any parent activities either
ozganized and/or sponsored by PAC approval. Sign-in sheets were forwarded

to the Sponscr where evaluation personncl maintained a cumulative

record for cach community. The tabulated results were as follows:

Communities Number of Activities Number of Tamilies Number Families o

chrcscntcd -
K 8 799 101 (6) 13%
L 93 802 174 2y 22%
M 5 498 45 (7.5) 9%
N 18 246 37 ‘5)  15%
0 16 960 200 (3) .
P 11 427 115 (1) W%
Q 2 396 26 (10) 7%
R 2 682 137 (4) 20%
S 12 640 60 (7.5) 9%
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T 43 729 62 (9) 8%
U 0 - - - -

The results indicate that only one community (P) achieved the

objective as stated. additional five (K, L, N, O, R) communities

;
had more thun 12.5% of the families represented at at least one PAC
related activity, whjle four communities fell below 10% (M, Q, S, T)
in PAC activity attendence. Community U did not repnrt any PAC related
activities. |
Objective A.4

During the 1973-74 school 'year, at least 20% of a sample of parents
will volunteer in the classroom.

At the beginning of the 1973-74 a variable number of classrooms
was selected in each community. 1In each of the selected classroo‘,
sign-in shects were maintained for parents who voluntcered in the
classroom.These sign in sheets were sent to the sponsor and tabulated
cunulatively. Evidence of success is having at least 20% of the

possible families having been represcnted at lcast once by a classroonm

volunteer. The data are presented below:

Community  Number Families in Claskroom Number Families Voluntecred %

K (no data) - - - -
L 163 74 (3)  45%
M 138 40 (7)  29%
N 133 30 (8) 23%
0 159 66 (5)  42%
p 148 e (2) 47%
Q 183 .59 (6) 32%
R (Insufficient Data)

S 140 81 (1) 58%
T 369 157 (4) 435
u 150 28 (9) 19%

A1l communitics reporting data except ene (U) meet the objective.
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7The one exception was only short of the criterion by 15%. ‘
Objective A.5

During the 1973-74 school year, at least- 80% of the homes wili be
visited at least five-sixths (5/6) of the number of visits planned
(eg, 30 visits out of 36) as measured by the Parent Educator Weekly
Report.

Each time that a Parent Educator madec a home visit, she completed
a home visit observation report. Usimng these reports is was possible
to determine how many weeks the child was enrolled in the classroom
and how many times his family received a home visit. Thus, for each
family, it was possible tc determine the percent of possible h.
visits that a family actually received. Then, within each community,
the number of families receiving 83% or morec of the possible visits

was determinced. The results are as follows:

Community Numbher Families Number Receiving 83%+ llome Visits %
K 1166 573 (n 49%
L 842 150 (9) 18%
M 587 173 (4) 29%
N 323 31 (10) 10%
0 1171 296 (5) 25%
% 514 101 {7.5) 20%
Q 624 53 (11) %
R 1141 225 (7.5) 20%
S 857 334 {(2) 39%
T 1195 280 ) 23%
U 156 59 (3) 38%

. 7 .
The results at first glance appear extremcly dlsturbyhg. Since the
i
. . \ . .
83% (5/6) figure had been arbitrarily determined, a recounting of fumilies

recciving at least 0% of the possible number of home visits was completed.

The results are as follows:
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Community Number Families Number Recciving 60%+ lomeg Visits %
K 1166 93] (1.5)
L 842 421 (8)

M 587 467 (1.5)
N 323 119 (11)
0] 1171 863 (4)

P 514 339 (6)
Q 624 264 (10)
R 1141 524 (9)

S 857 628 (5)

T 1195 698 (7)

U 156 123 (3)

An inspection of the home visit percentage data cleariy indicates that
the eleven communities are falling rfar short of the criterion (80% receivi
5/6 of the possible home visits). 1In fact, in only two communities
are 80% of the families receiving 3/5 of the visits. These data might
suggest that more atten’1on needs to be devoted to imprescimg principals
and classroon teachers with the importance of making home visits.
Objcctive A6

buring the 1975-74 school year, parents will serve on PAC committees
dealing with matters of personncl selection, proposal writing, task
writing and/or task evaluation, grievances, comprehensive services, and
project evaluation. Furthermore, these parents will be active in making
decisions about the progran.

Objective .7

During the 1973-74 school yvear, the PAC will have an impact on the
total school program as evidenced by contact with school board, etc.

The original intent was to deal with these two obicctives separately,
However, when the communitics submitted their data for content analvsis,
it became apparent that approprirate data would not be available. Thus,

data (PAC minutes, etc.) were analvzed to identify decisions that had been

i

80% -
50%
80%
37%
74%
66%
42%
46%
735%
58%
79%
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made by parents which were pertinent to the Follow Through program.

A descriptive analysis has been prepared which shows the number of

City-wide meetings, building PAC meetings, committee mectings, and

the number of decisions which could be identified from minutes. A

summary statistic has been calculated by dividing the number of

decisions by the nurber of PAC mcetings (city-wide and building).

Community Number Citv-wide Number Building Number Community Number Avg. No.

Mectings Meetings Mectings Decisions Dec./Mtg4
K 8 35 43(3) 12 25 0.58 (8)
L 9 79 88 (1) 9 11 0.12 (10)
M 11 - 14 12 1.09 (4)
N 12 - 13 24 2.00 (1)
0 o 9 18(6) - 2 0.11 (4)
p 6 18 24(4) 14 23 0.96 (7)
Q 4 9 13(7) 1 3 0.23 (9)
R 9 0 9(8) 14 16 1.78 (2)
S 24 22 46(2) 15 48 1.04 (5)
T 15 8 23(5) 31 34 1.48 (3)
U 9 - 6 9 1.00 (6)

Examination of the PAC activity data reveals several different patterns

of functioning. All communities hold city wide PAC meetings. Beyond

that function, scveral of the larcer communitics appear to hold PAC

meetings at the building level (e.g., K, L, P

& S8). A

l1so, many of the

communitics appear to utilize committees to accomplish the work of the

PAC. It is intcresting to note that two of the largest centers (0 and Q)

do not scem to use committees. These two commiities join community L

as being the three lowest centers in terms of the number of decistons
made per mecting. It may be that communitics which don't use committees
may spend 4 disproportiondte amount of PAC mecting taime discussing 1ssucs

without reaching sonme sort ot decision.
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. Additional Parent Duata

Beyond the basic set of Jata on parents which was presented above,
several comnunities supplied additional data to the Sponsor. Two
communities (K and 0) submitted data which could be used to investigate
the phenomcnon of vertical diffusion, a measure of family institutional
change. Another measure of the home situation, the Homc Environment
Review (HER) was collected in communities L, Q and S. Community S also
collected data on changes in parental self concept using the How I See
Myself (HISM) and on parents' ability to identify the Desirable
Teaching Behaviors.

Vertical Diffusion

Both conmunities K and 0 collected data which could be used to look
for the pessiblie incidence of vertical diffusion: that is, evidence
concerning whether the effects of the program are extending beyond the
child being served to other members of the family. Since the data
were collected differently in the two communities, the data ‘e reported
;eparatoly;

Community K has an extensive program of preschool programs. Children
entering the Headstart program in the Fall of 1973 were tested with the
Preschool Inventory (PSI}. On the basis of records, it was possible to
differentiate familics concerning family exposure to compensatory
education. The childrens' PSI scores were classified into four groups:
children coming from families with no prior exposurc, children coming
from families where older c¢hildren had participated in Follow Through,
children who had participated in a program tor 3 - 4 yecar-olds but who;o

' families had not participated in Follow Through, and children who had
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participated in the program for 3 - 4 year-olds and whose families had .
participated in Follow Through. These four groups were considered as

a 2 x 2 factorial design and the sex of the child was 1ncluded as a

third factor. Thus, the Fall 1973 PSI raw scores of 56 children were
analysed as a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design with age-in-months employed

as a covariate. The group sizes and adjusted means are presented below:

3-4 Year-Old Program No 3-4 Year-Old Program

Girls n=6 n=9
Follow Through X apy = 41.60 x = 48.11
Family ADJ
Boys n=§ n=>5
X ADJ = 34.97 X ApJ = 49.90
Girls n=7 n=5
Non-Follow Through S 47.07 X apy = 33.88
Family
———t
Boys n=7 n=9
X ADJ S 48.00 X apJ = 39.45

The results of the analvsis of covariance are summarized below:

Source SS df MS E

Sex (S) 2.29 1 2.29 0.02
Follow Through (FT) 31.60 1 31.60 0.33
PreSchool Program (PS)0.07 1 0.07 0.00
SxFT 105.72 1 105.72 1.11
SxPS 141.59 1 141.99 1.49
FTxPS 1151.11 1 1551.11 16.38
SxFTxHB 11.74 1 11.74 0.12
Error 4450.93 47 94.70

Initially focusing on the effect ot interest, FT, indicates no
significant difference. However the FT x PS interaction effect is
statistically significant (p<.01). An examination of the group means ’

suggests somc perplexing results: The children who had participated
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in the preschool program and whose families had received house visits through
Project Follow Through appcar to be functionine at the same level as the
control group. Children who had either participated in the preschool
program or whose familics had received home visits from Follow Through
(for older siblings) but not both, seem to be functioning substantially
higher than the control group. One might conclude that either a pre-
school program (direct experience) or Follow Through family participation
(indirect evperience) may improve the child's performance, but that a
combination of programs is not effective. A mc-e reasonable explanation
.s that a bad sample has been obtained and that perhaps the "combined"
group should be disregarded. Thus, one might t-ntatively conclude that
a family's participation in project Follow Through does improve - formance
on the PS: by vounger siblings. This interpretation is consistent with
the findings in this project based on Fall, 1972 test results and reported
in the Sponsor 1972-73 Anrual Report.

The vertical diffusion data supplied by community O also included
the PS1 as the dependent variable. Children were classified by sex,
ethnic origin (Black and Mexican-American), and vears of family experience
in parent education (0 (control), 1, or 2). All children were low-
income with previous Head Sturt experience and were tested as they
entered kindergarten in the T'all of 1973, The PSI scores were analy:zed
as a I x I x 3 factortal design with age at the time of testing as a

covarrate. The adjusted PSI means and sample si1zes are shown below:

e
Rt
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Years of Parcnt Blacks Mexican-American .
Education Boys Girls Boys Girls
0 n=14 §=11 n=9 n=10
XADJ=42.78 XADJ=50.03 XADJ=47.07 XApJ=47.99
1 n=4 n=3 n=4 n=4
XaApJ=52.33 xADJ=SO.43 Rppg=43.47 iADJ=49.SO
2 n=10 n=3 n=3 n=2

The resu:tts of the analysis of covariance arc summarized below:

Source SS df MS E

Ethnic Group (A) 102.32 1 102. 32 1.47

Sex (B) 70.62 1 70.62 1.01

Years (C) 464.02 2 232.01 3.33*

AB 21.09 1 21.09 0.30

AC 144.18 2 72.09  1.03 (
BC 29.84 2 14.92 0.21 |
ABC 188.10 2 94.05 1.35

Error 4461.44 64 69.71

A preliminary inspection of the analy<is of covariance results indicated
significant differences associated only with the factor of number of vears
in parent education. A follow up analysis employed pair-wise comparisons
to further study the data. Results indicated a significant difference
only for the comparison children (0 vears) versus the children whose
families had been involved with parent education for ¢ least two years
(t = 2.48, p¢.0l).

On the basis of the data provided from two communities, 1t seems
reasonable to cvonclude that there are vertical diffusion cffects in the

Florida Parent Fducation Program. It would appear that involvement 1n

parcnt education may change the manner in which parents work with children,

so that younger children in the family receive benefits indirectly from

the program. .
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‘ . Home Environment

Another way of looking at changes in the home is to interview parents
about sclected aspects of the home cnvironment. The Home Environment
Review is a semi-structured interview which measures 9 environmental
process characteristics. Data were gathered in Communities L, Q and S on
a pretest-posttest basis. These data were analyzed scparatcly for
cualified and nonqualified homes. Analyses werc completed for both
the communitics pooled and also for communities scparately., The means
and standard deviations on pretest and post-test are dispiuyod in
Tables 1 and 2 for qualified and nonqualified families for total program,
The individual community rcsults have been displayed in Tables 3, 4,

5, 6, and 7 accordingly. There was no data from Community (¢ on non-
qualified ramilies.

Multivariate tests were cokpleted testing the hypothesis that the
nine gains were simultaneously cqual to zero. Then examining the
558 qualified fanmilies for the total program, the null hypothesis
was rejected (I = 7.26, 9§549df, p<.01). An 1inspection of the gains
in Table 1 would suggest that the ualified families gained on
Variables 2, 5, 7 and 8. When looking at the rvesults from the 82 non-
qualified familres, the null hypothesis was not rejected (= 1.54, 9 4
73df, py .20).

Similar multivariate tests were corpleted for the qualified and non-
qualified famlies in the respective communitics. The results suprgested
that 1n Community TN quali.ied tamilies gatned on the HER (F=6.53, 96382df,
p<.01l), with particular goins on Variables 2, 7, 48. 1he nonqualified

‘ families 1n Community L showed no significant chanves (1=1.20, vsd9df, P>.20).
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e
Although some of the variables indicated relatively large shifts, the
elements of the variance-covariance matrix were too large to permit the
identification of a significant gain.

The results from Community Q indicated no significant differences
(F=1.49 9 & 83df, p,.20) for qualified families. There were no data
from nonqualified families.

The data from qualified families in Community S indicated a
significant gain on the HER (F=2.39, 9§66df, pc.05). An inspection of
the individual variable gains in Table 6 indicates a large positive
gain of variable 8 and a réther large loss on variable 4. The data for
nonqualified families in community S showed no significant differences
(Ef0‘43’ 9 & 15 df, p»>.20). This finding may be in part due to the
small sample size.

Parental Self Concept

Self-concept data were sent from Comﬁunity S. These data were
collected in the Fall and the Spring using Fhe How I See Myself (HISM).
The instrument measures four aspects of self: Interpersonal Adequacy,
Social, Physical Appearance, and Competence. The multivariate analysis
indicated no significant changes 1in Self Concept (F=0.88, 4§12df, p>.20).
These results may be due to the small sample size involved and run
counter to results obtained in previous vears. Also, these paremts have
been involved in the programs for several vears and whatever change
might be effected bv participation in parent cducation may have taken
place in pr_.jous vears.

Parent Knowledge of DTB's

Community S also rorwarded some data collected on 23 parents relating
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to their knowledge of the DTB's. The community employed the long ’
form :-ed by the Sponsor. This form contained 22 items, 2 characteristic

of each of the revised DTB's. The revised DTB's are as follows:

1. Get the learner to ask questions.

z. Ask questions that have more than one correct answer.

3.a. Ask questions that require more than one word as. an answer.

3.b. Encourage the learner to enlarge upon his response.

4.a. Praise the learner when he does well.

4.b. Praise the learner even when he takes small steps in the
right direction.

4.c. Let the learner know when he is wrong in a positive or
neutral manncr.

5. Get the learner to evaluate or make judgments or
choices on the basis of evidence, and/or criteria;
rather than by random guessing, chance, luck,
authority, etc.

6. Give the learner time to think about the problem; don't
be too aquick to help.

7.a. Give the learner some time to familiarize himself with
the task materials.

7.b. Before starting a structured learning situation, give

the learner an introduction or interview.

An analysis of the results that the 23 parents were able to identify
an average of 13.87 statements correctly out of a total of 22 possible
with a range of (7-20). A more detailed analysis for each DTB is
presented in Table 8. ’

Table 8

Frequency and Percentage of Parents Responding Correctly
to None, One or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=23)

DTk # *, None Correct One Correct Two Correct
F 5 L F o
1 7 30.44 8 34.78 8 34.78
2 3 13.04 6 26.09 14 60.87
™~ 3a 7 30. 44 9 39.15 7 30.44
{ 3b 6 26.09 10 43,48 7 50. 44
da - - - - 23 1€0.00
4b - - . 17 73.91 6 26.09
4c - - 10 43.48 13 56.52
5 10 43.48 N\ 7 30.44 6 26.09
6 2 8.70 10 43.48 il 47.83
7a 3 13.04 13.04 17 73.91 .
7b 8 34.78 15, . 65.22 - -

Q S D
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The data above suggest a moderate degree of parent familiarity
with the DTB's. However, the evidence indicates that more work is
in order, with particular focus on DTBs #1, #3a, #3b, #4b, #5 and #7b.
Parent Interview

As noted ecarlier, one of the evaluation activities during the
1973-74 year was the revis@on of a Parent Interview which had been

used previously in the Algﬁhua County project. After revision,

this interview was used to gather data in two of the communities (L § N}.

A complete discription of the procedures has been includedrin
Appendix A. A summary of the conclusions has been included here.
Readers interested in specific results should turn to Appendix A.
Thefgeneral conclusions from the interview data were as follows:
/&. There was an overall favorable response towards the Follow
Through program in general (See categories one and ten).
2. A majority of the Follow Through parents spend more time with
their children now as opposed to before the commencement of
‘Follow Through (See category two). Similarly, the majority
of the parents stated that their participation in the program
had contributed to an improvement in their children's
performance in school (see categorv three).
3. In spite of ‘different ecomonic backgrounds and neighborhoods,
the daéa presented in this report serves to solidifv the idea
of ease of communication experienced by the parent, parent

educator, teachers, and other participan’s invol\id in the

Follow Through program (see catcgories four and five).
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4. A majority of parents from both communities were plecased
with the home learning activities, stating that they were
suirted to their children (see category six).

5. An overwhelming number of parents (89 parents - 98.9%)
stated that they thought the home and school should work
together in the education of their children. This serves
to reinforcé the applicability of the Follow Through
program (see categories seven and eight).

6.  Although most parents were notified in advéQsi about PAC
meetings (94%), only 61% actually attended thede meetings.
Suggestions regarding improvements in this area‘are presented
in Table VI (see category nine).

Children

Children involved 1n an 1intensive program of compensatory education
should reflect change" as a result of that experience. Although the
Florida Parent Education Program focuses primarily oﬁ\parents,
children invelved 1n the program might be expected to show gains in
achievement, bet&er attendence and changes in the self: concept
while participating in the program. In addition children who have
partfkipatcd in the Florida-bModel should be exapected to maintain
gains in achievement in the upper grades.
Objective B!l

All communitic: should have i1ncluded achievement objectives
1n their 1973-74 proposals. All communities were requested to

send achlevement data to the Sponsor for analysis.




‘ Since the rlorida Parent Cducation brogram is not a classroom

oriented model, no program for standardized testing has been developed.

In order to look at traditional classroom achievement, the Sponsor

has relicd on the communities to forwvard such data. Each communi

seems to have its own set of tests, and many communities use i
different tests at different grades. Thus, the achievement results

will be presented by community.

Q o A
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Community K

The California Achievement Test was administered to a sample
for Follow Through children and non I'ollow Through children as a
posttest only. Level 1, Form A was usced with first graders and Level
2, Form A was used with sccond and third graders. An multivariate
analysis of variance on raw scores indicated a significant FT/NFT
difference in first grade fF=3.17,2 & 8T df, P<.05). Follow up un-
ivariate analyses indicated the \IT group scored higher (3.35 points)
on Math Concepts (r=6.12, 1 § 88df, pgos).

There were no significant differences notSd in the second and

third grade results.

Communi&luk

The data collected in this community were gathered in a FT/NFT
pretest-posttest paradigm, although a variety of differnt tests was
used across grade lcvels. In all analvses, gain scores were derived
on dependent variables and analysed te t t for cquality of gain,

The Test of Basic Experience was administerced to kindergarteners.
An analy~is of variance indicated that the IT group gained more
(2.06 pts) than the NIT group (1=7.22, 1 § 145 df, 1c.05).

The Test of Basi. Ixperience ang the Yetropolitan Readiness Test
were used in Grade 1. Yo significant difterences wore noted, although

the IT group showed sreater gains {0.78 and 2.09 pt-, respectively).,

The Metropolitan \chievement Test was administercd 1n second grade.

The multivariate analysis of variance using gains on the Reading, Spelline
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and Arithmetic subtest as dependent variables suggested a significant

FT/NFT diff{erence (I'=5.41, 3 § 54 Jdf, pc05). Follow up univariate
analysis showed that FT gained more on Reading (9.93 pts. F=12.76,

1 § 56 df, p<.05) and more on Arithmetic (6.73 pts, F=7.17, 1 & 56 df,

p<.05).

The SRA Achievement Test was used in the third grade. Using gains
on the Reading, Language Art and Math Subtest as dependent variables,
the multivariate analysis of variance indicated a significant difference
(F= 2.73, 3 § 146 df, p<¢.05). Univariate analysis identified a sig-
nificant difference on the Math Subtest (F=8.07, 1 § 148 df, p<.05)

with the FT group gaining 4.35 points less than the NFT group.

Commugi}y M

The appropriate forms of the Comprchensive Te of Basic Skills
were administered to I'T and NFT children on a pretest-posttest basis.
Gains scores were derived on all subtests and used as dependent
variables in multivariate analyses on the respective grade levels.

There was no significant FT/NFT difference using first prade data
(F=1.88, 8 § 169 df).

The multivariate analysis on second grade data indicated a signifi-
cant FT/NIT daifference (1=6.14, 8 § 218 df, p<.05). Subsequent univariate
analyses showed FT 2.70 points lower on Sentences (Fr=7.72, 1 & 225 df,
p¢.05). IT 2.74 points lower on Passages (F=16.05, 1 & 225 df, p<.05),
FT 1.73 points lower on Expression (F=6.76, 1 § 225 df, p¢.05), FI' 3.31

po' "~ Tlower on Spelling (1=14.20, 1 § 225 df, p ¢.05), IT 1,42 points

lower on Mechanics (£;5.79, 1§ 225 df, pc .05). and IT 2.01 points
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lower " on Math concepts (F=10.54, 1 § 225 df).

The multlvariaté analysis of third grade data indicated a signi-
ficant difference ([=3.08, 8 & 283 df, p<.05). Subsequent univariate
analyvses indicated the following significant difference: FT 3.09 points

lower on “fath Computation (£=8.07, 1 § 290 df, p<.05).

Community N

This community used a variety of tests in assessing student achie-
vement. The proccdurcs and results are reported by grade level.

In Kkindergarten the Slosson IQ test Wa3s given as pretest and the An
ton Brenner was given as pretest and post test to FT and NFT children.
The two groups werc compared with respect to gains on the Anton Brenner
using the initial Slosson IQ as a covariate. There was no significant
di fference (F=1.08, 1 & 90 df).

In first grade, the Murphy-Durrell test was given as pretest and
post test as well as the Stanford \chievement Test, to both FT and NFT
children. 1\ multivariate analysis of covariance was completed using
the SAT subscales as dependent variables and the Murphy-Durell pretest
as a covartate. The results of this analysis indicated a significant
FT/NIT difference on adjusted mean garns as follows FT gained .90
points less than NMT on Word Veaning (F=35.43, 1 & 99 df, p(.05), IT
gained 1.41 voints less than \MI' on Spelling (I'=18.13, 1 § 99 df, p+.05)

and T gained 5.19 points less on %ord Study Skills (1=8.34, 1 & 69 df,

p¢.0SY,
In the sccond grade, the Slosson was given as a pretest and the
Stanford Achicvement Test was given as a  pretest and posttest to both

FT and NI'T children. ©ains scorcs on the SAT subtests were used as de-
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pendent variables with the Slosson IQ was a covariate. The results of
the analysis oélcovar1ance indicated a significant FT/NFT difference
(F=2.46, 8 § 64 df, p<.05). Subsequent univariate analyses on adjusted
means showed that FT gained 5.54 points less on Arithmetic Computation
(F=10.86, 1 § 71 df, p<.05) and FT gained 6.23 points less on Arithme-
tic Concepts (F=4.49, 1 & 71 df, p .05).

In third grade, the étanford Achievement Test was administered to
FT and NFT children as pretest and postest. Gains scores on the res-
pective subtests were derived and used as dependent variables. The mul-
tivariate analysis indicated a significant differcnce (F=2.28, 8 § 70 df,
p<.05). Subsequent wunivariate analyses indicated that FT gained 7.43
points less than NFT on Arithmetic Computation (F=10.31, 1 & 77df,

p¢<.05), and T gained 4.16 points less on Arithmetic Concepts (F=8.67, 1

§ 77 df, p <.05).

Communit» O

The data pertaining to achievement in this community were not pro-
cessed by the Sp;nsor, but were handled by an outside contractor. In a
report to the project coordinator dated August 26, 1974; the contractor
stated:
With regard to the achievement of the Pollow-Through children, it was
decided that only children beginning kindergarten in either 1972 or 1973
would be studied 1n this yvear's analvsis. At the end of each school
year in Follow Through, they then would bc given an appropriate achieve
ment test, in this case the California Achicvement Test. This first group\
of children who entered the lollow-Through in 1972 and designated as Co-

hort I were paired in this vear's analysis with a non-lollow-Kindergarten

P



in 1972. An analysis of co-variance has been employed which enables

the investigator to compensate for differences in abilities between en-
tering children. The results employing this method seem to be very po-
sitive in terms of the impact on the achievement of the Follow-Through
children. That 1s, differences in a number of the categories of the
California Achievement Test have been noted in favor of the Follow-Through
children. The latest results we have when analyzing the achievement

data seem to indicate that the scores on the Math Computations sub-test,
Math Concepts sub-test and the ‘ath Total scores of the California
Achievement Test significantly favor the Follow-Through children; that
is, there are differences between the Follow-Through group and the

non-Follow-Through group of children at the end of the first grade, in

the areas measured by the California Achievement Test. These differences
cannot be accounted for in terms of basic differences in entering abili-
ties between the children. In other words, somcthing in the experience
they have had with rezard to their education over’the past two vears has
created a significant difference between these two groups of children.
Similarly, 1n the arcas of Reading Comprehension and Total Reading scores,
the Tollow-Through children bettered their control counter parts. Only
in the area of Reading Vocabulary was there no difference between the
Follow-Through and non-Iollow-Through groups. Thus, in 3 out 4 sub-tests
and in béth of the total combined scores, the Follow-Through children are
achieving at a higher rate than their control peers. This <eems to be a
highly positive and significant contfirmation of the sucess of the Follow-
Through program with children who have staved 1n the program for at least
two years.

Community P

In this community, the Metropolitan Achicvement Test serics was

ERIC
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used in grades 1, 2, § 3 with FT and NFT children as posttest on!..
. Gain scores were derived for the respective subtests and multivar:ate
analyses werc complcted at each grade level.

The analysis of firt grade data indicated no significant diffec-
rences.

The multivariate analysis of the second grade data -indicated a
significant difference betwéen F1 and NFT children (5;5.26, T & 213 df,
p<.05). Follow up anzlyses showed FT/NFT differcnces with FT gaining

-+ 2.99 points more on Word Knowlcdge (F=6.82, 1 & 219 df, p<.05), FT
gaining 3.07 points more on Spelling (F=8.67 ' & 219 df, p¢.05) FT
gaining 3.48 points morec on Math Computation (F=23.75, 1 & 219 df, p..05).
FT gaining 3.49 points more on Math Concepts (F=23.74, 2 § 219 df, p<.05)
and FT gaining 2.70 points more on Math Problem Solving (F=11.05, 1 & 219
df, p«.05).

The multivariate analysis on the third grade data indicated a sig-
nificant FT/NIT difference (F=8.06, 7 & 205 df, p<.05). Subsequent uni-®
variate analvses showed that IT gained 4.37 less on Language (F=10.66,

1 & 211 df, p<.05).

Community Q

The California Achievement Test was administercd to students in
grades 1-3. The data sent to the Sponsor included only IT children and
the scores are not reported as raw score pretest/posttest comparvisons
yield little information. However- these data have been coded and put

in the master file for later "within community' corrclational analyses.

Community R

The Stanford Achievement Test series was used to posttest Follow
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Through children in grades 1, 2 § 3. These data alone have no inter-
pretation, but they hove been placed in the master file for later

correlational analyses.

Community S

The data for this comnunity were handled by an out<ide contractor
and raw data did not arrive in time to be processed and included in this
report. The followinu remarks have been based on the contractors report
to the LLA.

The California Achievenert Test serie< wvas administered as a pos*-
test in Grade 1 and as both pretest and posttest in Grades 2 § 3. The
Spring 74 résults for grade 1 indicated an average grade placement of 1.08
in Reading Vocabulary; !.58 in Readiny Comprehension; 1.51 in Math
Computation; and 1.49 in Math Concepts.

The pretest/posttest comparison of grade equivalent scores for
Grade 2 showed 0.91 gain in Reading Vocabulary, 0.59 gain in Reading
Comprehension, 0.94 gain in Math Computation, and 0.96 gain in Math
Concepts and Problem Solving.

The sare corparisons for I'T children 1n Grade 3 showed a 0.73
gain in Reading Vocabulary, a 0.71 gain in Reading Comprehension, a
1,04 gain 1n Math Computation, and a 1.06 gain in Math Concepts and

Problem <olving.

Communit. 1
The Metropolitan \chiererent Te<t series was used in frades 1,

2 and 3 with both I'l and NIT children as a posttest only, in most

cases,

Q
ERIC SRR
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In Grade 1, the Metropolitan Readiness Test was given as a
‘ prc’test and the Metropeclitan Achievement Test - Primary I given as a
posttest. The multivariate analysis of covariance was used to compare
the FT and NFT groups on the subtests of the achiecvement battery with
readiness scores covaried out. The results of this analysis indicated
no signiticant FT/NFT difference (F = 2.98, 2 § 136 df).

In Grade 2, the Primary I battery was used as a pretest and the
Primary Il battery was used as a posttest. It was decided to compare
the FT and NIT groups with respect to the posttest only. The results
of the multivariate analysis indicated n» sizaificent FT/NFT differece
(F=1.65, 6 and 500 df).

In Grade 3, the Primary II achievement battery was used as
both pretest and posttest with FT and NFT children. Gains scores
were derived for the respective subscales and were used to compare
the FT and NFT groups for equivalent gains. The results of the
multivariate analysis suggested a significant FT/NFT differcnce
(F=4.87, 6 & 348 df, .05). Follow up univariate analyses identified
significant differc€2§;<on Word Analysis (F = 11.66, 1 § 353 df,

p < .05) and Rcading}(f;l4.67, 1 & 353 df, p ¢.05) with FT gain 2.71 and

3.49 points less, respectively.

Community U
The Stanford Achievement Test series was used as pretest and
posttest in Grades 1, 2 and 3 with FT children only. The data were
reported in grade equivalent scores and mecan gains will be reported here.
: The first grade children demonstrated the following average

. gains: Word Reading, 0.66; Paragraph meaning, 0.50; Vocabulary, 0.26;

Spelling, 0.87; Word Study Skills, 0.89; and Arithmetic, 0.78.

-
~ .
-,
'

.
.
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The second grade children demonstrated the following average gains.

Word Meaning, 0.79; Paragraph meaning, 0.84; Science/Social Studies
Concepts, 0.74; Spelling, 1.37; Language, 0.78; Arithmetic Computation,
1.25; and Arithmetic Concepts, 0.70.

The third grade children demonstrated the following average
gains: Word Meaning, 0.73; Paragraph Mcaning, 0.83; Scicnce/
Social Studies Concepts, 0.36; Spelling, 1.00; Language, 0.22;

Arithmetic Computation, 0.63; and Arithmetic Concepts, 0.52.
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Objcctive B,2

During the 1973%-74 sclesi year, a randomly selected sqmple of
Foliow Threugh children will have fewer absences from school than
wili a similar sample of non-Follow Through children.

Data sent in from the community included average daily attendange

-

(ADA) and average daily nembership (ADM). liewever, data from  the
communitics were received in various formats and had to be trz-~ted
accordingly. Tor each comnunity 2 stacistic of ADV/ADM was developed

as a measure of attenderce for hoth Tollow Through children and com-

par:son children.~%he results were as follows:
-

Community Follow Through Classes Comparisen Classes
K .9084 .95028
L .9335 .9146
M .9210 .9287
N .9422 .9502
0 .898¢ *

P 5271 .9328
Q * *
R .9023 *
S .5090 .8920
T .9077 .9247
U .9302 *

* Indicates No Data

An 1nitial eaxamination of these data 1s discouraging. 0Ot the seven

communities reporting Jdata on comparison classrooms, only three communitics

reported data showing that Follow Through children attended school

more regularly. Although this finding 1+ statistically non-<ipgnificant
(p».10), ~ome explanation rust he offered. One possible explanation

1s that the <ponsor did not sclect the classtoons to be monitored and
thus the ~uomple iy not adequately reflect the pepulation.  Some of the

compari-on children are middle class. A second possible explanation

~?

A
.
<
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~ ’”}élatcs to the difficulty of identifying adequate comparison classes,
partially reflected in five communities having submitted no data. Of
course the possibility remains that Follow Through children do not
attend school as often as their non Follow Through counterparts,
although this finding is contradicted by the data reported in the
Abt Associates Interim Report {March, 1974). It should be noted that
all attendance figurcs reported might be considered adequate.
Objective B.3

All communities were to have stated an objective in the 1973-74
proposal concerning self concept as measured by the five factors of the
I Feel Me Feel (1FME).

The 1 Feel Me Feel 1is a multifactor scale measuring five dimensions
of the self concept: General Adeouacy, Peer, Teacher - School,
Academic, and Physical. This instrument was administered on a pretest-
posttest basis by local personnel tolsamples of children selected by
local cormunity personnel. The results were forwarded to the Sponsor
for coding '~ analysis. The results have been analvzed separately for
the qualified ond non-qualitied children in cach community by grade
level. Due to their extensive nature, the pretest and post-test means
and stardard deviations and associated gains have been t;blcd in
Appendix P Multivariate tests were completed where possible to
test the hypothesis that changes on the five measures were all zero.

~

The results are summarized in Table 9.

l N L)

HRANE
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. TABLE 9

Summary of Results from the IFMF

|
. Dimensions of

S Community Grade Q/NQ n Multivariate F Change |
K K Q 37 1.26(n.s.) -
K K NQ 15 1.33(n.s.) --

i

L K Q 21t 10.61 (p<.01) ALl (4) |
L K NQ 4  (insufficient data) --
L 1 Q 11 " --
L 1 NQ 3 " -- |
L 2 Q 9 " - \
L 2 NQ 1 " --
L 3 Q 25 0.59(n.s.) --
L 3 NQ 4 (insufficient data) --
M Q 18 0.73(n.s.) --
M 1 NQ 9 (insufficient data) -~
N K Q 32 1.49(n.s.) --
N K NQ 24 5.50(p<.01) GA, Phy (both +)
N 1 Q 31 1.98(n.s.) g
N 1 NQ 2 2.35(n.s.) --
N 2 Q 28 1.67(n.s.) --
N 2 NQ 33 1.93(n.s.) -
N 3 Q 27 0.99(n.s.) --
N 3 NQ 31 1.16(n.s.) --
0 K Q 156 1.77(n.s.) --
0 K NQ 44 0.73(n.s.) -
0 1 Q 185 0.54(n.s.) --
0 1 M 34 1.24(n,s.) -- |
0 2 Q 183 5.96 (p<.G1) GA(-), P(-). A(~)
0 2 NQ 60 0.99(n.s.) -- |
0 3 Q 175 2.51(p<.05) AL () |
0 3 NQ 40 0.79(n.s.) -- }
P 1 Q 18 0.72(n.s.) - |
P 1 NQ 16 2.11(n.s.) -- , |
p 2 Q 27 0.68(r.s.) -- '
P 2 NQ 16 1.33n.s.) -
P 3 Q 26 1.84(n.s.) --
P 3 NQ 22 3.52(p<.05) ALl (-)
Q K Q 31 4.14(p~.01) GA(-), P(-), TS(-)




TABLE 9 (Continued)

Summary of Results from the IFMF

Community Grade Q/NQ o Multivariate F
R K Q 45 1.24(n.s.)
R K NQ 19 0.96(n.s.)
R 1 Q il (insufficient data)
R 1 NQ 14 "
R 2 Q 24 0.95(n.s.)
R 2 NQ 12 (insufficient data)
R 3 Q 36 2.32(n.s.)
3 NQ 18 0.60(n.s.)
S 1 Q 177 3.50(p<.013
5 1 NQ 47 1.19(n.s.)
S 2 Q 16? 1.16(n.s.)
e 2 NQ 4 3.08(p<.01)
S 3 Q 140 1.50(n.s.)
S 3 NQ 75 0.97(n.s.)
T 1 Q 17 1.81(n.s.)
T 1 NQ 7 1.85(n.s.)
T 2 Q 36 0.93(n.s.)
T 2 MQ 26 1.55(n.s.)
T 3 Q 20 3.06(p<.05)
T 3 NQ 22 1.51(n.s.)

Dimensions of
Change

All (+)
P, Phy{ both +)

GA, A, Pay (all +)
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An examination of Table 9 shows very few instances of statistically
significant changes in self-concep.. Positive results were noted ..
Community L (Grade K - Qualified); Community N (Grade K - Nonqualified);
Community § (Grade 1 - Qualified); Community S (Gride 1 - Qualified,
Grade 2 - Nonqualit:-d, - and Community T (Grade 3 - Qualified).
Negative results were n-tcd 1n Community O (Grade 2 - Qualified,

Grade 3 - Quelified); Community P (Grade 3 - Nonqualified); and
Commun..y Q (Grade K - Qualified). An examination of the Tables in
AppendixD indicates that most of the analyses arce based on small
sample sizes.

In order to gain a more complete picture of the results, several
additional analyses were completed. Within each community, data were
merged across grades, and statistical analvses run for qualified and
nonqualified separately. The results are shown in Table 10. Also,
the data were combined across communities and analyses completed for
qualified and nonqualified children at cach grade level. The results
of these analyscs are presented in Table 11.

An inspection of Table 10 indicates mixed results. Positive changes
in self concept are noted in Community L (Qualified children only),
Community S (hoth qualified and nonqualified children), and Community T
(qualified children only). Negative changes in self concept are
noted in Comrunity O (qualified children only), Community T (non-
qualified children only) and Community Q (qualified children only).

The results of tie analy:is for qualified children in Community R
indicated varied changes: positive changes on General Adequacy and

Academic¢ and negative changes on Peer and Teacher - School.
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An inspection ot Table 11 suggests a very 1interesting finding: the ’
changes in self concept seem to be positive in grades K and 1i;
and negative 1n grades 2 and 3.
Objective B.4
At the end of the 1973-74 school year, a random sample of fcurth
grade pupils who had experienced at least two years in Follow Through
will show achievement equal to, or better than, comparable fourth
grade pupils who have not experienced Follow Through.
=Da.a were collected locallv 1n the respective communities and

sent to the Sponsor for analysis. The Sponsors data files were used

_ to dump out all child names associated with the Florida model. Those

children in the program for at least two vears and comparison children
who had never been in the program were retained for analvsis. The
analyses were conpleted separately for each community and the results

are reported 1n the same fashicn.
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‘ Community K

The California Achievement Tests were administered to both FT and

l
\
I
NFT pupils as pretest and posttest during the fourth grade year. Gain
sceres were derived on each of the four sdbscgies, and these scores
were used tc compare FT graduates and NFT grad;::;§\with respect
' to equal gains. The results of the multivariate analysis of variance
‘ indicated no significant difference (F = 0.92, 4 & 53 df).
Community M
The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills battery was administered
to FT and NFT graduates as pretest and posttest during the fourth
grade year. Gain scores were derived and used to compare the groups
i for equality of gains. The results of the multivariate analyvsis of
variance indicated a significant FT/NFT difference (F = 4.39, 8 & 187 df,
p<.05). Follow up univariate analyses showed FT graduates gaining
| 3.21 points less on Vocabulary (F = 15.11, 1 & 194 df, p <.05); gaining
3.83 points less on Comprehension (F = 9.10, 1 & 194 df, p <.05);

.aining 2.76 peints less on Expression (F = 16.05, 1 & 194 df, p <.05);

- and gaining 1.89 points less on Math Application (T = 7.80, 1 & 194 dt,

|

|

|

\

|

: p <.05).

} Commun:ty N

i The Stanford Achievement lest battery was administered to fourth

|

i graders as pretest and posttest. Gain scores werec derived on each of
the ten subtests for FT and NIT graduates, respectively. These scores
were used in a multivariate analvsis of variance to compare the two groups.
The results showed a significant FT/NIT difference on gain scores
(F = 5.13, 10 § 46df, p ¢.05). Subsecquent univariate analyses indicated

. that I'T graduates gained 2.93 points less on Word Mecaning (I = 5.66,

1 § 55 df, p <.05); gainey 8.00 points less on Word Study Skill- o

ERIC (F = 14.04, 1 & 55 df, p (¢.05); gained 23.27 points less on Langurge
[Rrorn provasi o e oty ey
Y A




70

(E = 21.91, 1 & 55 df, p ¢.05); gained 16.75 points more on

Arithmetic Computation (F = 14.47, 1 & 55 df, p ¢.05); gained

4.37 points less on Arithmetic Application (F = 10.91, 1 & 55 df,

P ¢-05); gained 6.24 points less on Spelling (F = 13.99, 1 § 55 df,
p <.05); and gained 3.80 points less on Social Studies (F = 5.37,
1 & 55 df, p <.05).
Community P

The Metropolitan Achievement Test battery was administered
to fourth graders at the end of the school year. The séoreé of
the seven subtests were used to compare children who had had FT
experience to those who had not. The results of the multivariate
analysis indicated a significant FT/NFT difference (F =4.56, 7 é 171 df,
P <-.05). Follow up univariate tests showed that FT graduates gained
3.66 points less than NFT graduates on Language (F = 5.63, 1 & 177 df,
p < .C5); all other differences were nonsignificant.
Commnunity S

The achievement data from this community were processed by
an cutside evaluation consultant. Thc comments below have been
extracted from the report back to the community. Selected subtests
of the California Achievement Test were administered to a sample of
fourth grade former FT students and to an economicallyv comparable
group of NFT students. On the total Reading subtest, former FT
pupils had a mean grade equivalency score of 2.55, while the NFT
graduates had a mecan of 2.43. On the total Math subtest, the respective
scores were 3.00 and 2.¢6. Thus, the students who had had at least
two years of I'T experience pertformed better on both subtests.
Comnunity T

The Metropolitan Acnicvement Test was given to fourth graders

as pretest and posttest and the Otis-Lennon was given as a pretest.

I
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Gain scores were derived on the five MAT subtests and were used to

. compare FT and NFT graduates with the Otis-Lennon score used as a
covariate. The results showed a significant FT/NFT difference
(F=7.44, 5 § 311 df, p ¢.05). Subsequent univariate analyses
showed that FT graduates gained 3.58 points less than NFT graduates
on Word Knowledge (F = 12.32, 1 & 315 df, p <.05); gained 3.40
points less on Math Concepts (F=17.61, 1 & 315 dr, p¢.05); and
gained 3.66 points less on Math Problem Solving (F = 25.59, 1 § 315 df,

pP ¢.05).
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Additional Child Data

In addition to thg data reported on children, there were data
which were not collected in all communities. In particular, the
Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery (CATB) was used to collect data
on children with respect to Task Initiation, Curiosity, and Response
Variability. The data reported here were collected in four
communities (L, M, R § T) by the Sponsor and in one community (K)
by local personnel previously trained by the Sponsor. In Communities
i, M and R, data »~rc collected only on Follow Through children. In
communities K and ., data were collected on both Follow Through and
comparison children. In all communities, data were collected at four
different times during the year on independent random samples at
each grade level. Eash sample was to have been of size 10. However,
due to uncontrollable circumstance, some data were lost.

The results from the three communities in which data were
collected on Follow Through children only are presented in Table 12
through 7able 23. Of the 35 possible tests of statistical significance,
only S reached significance at the .05 level. Four of these five were
the artifact of having at least one cell with no variance. he
remaining test mav best be regarded as a Type I crror.

The data from the two communities 1n which data were collected at
four time pcriods on independent samples of Follow Through and
comparison children were analysed diffcrently. Tor ecach grade lcvel-
community-variable (Task Initiation, Curiosity Box, and Response
Variability) combination, data were cast 1nto a 2 x 3 factorial design

and analy:zed accordingly. The two levels of the first factor were
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Follow Through and Compariscen; the four levels of the second factor
were the four rounds of testing. The means, standard deviations, and
sample sizes for the eight cells respectively have been presented

for the respective grade level-comrunitv-variable combinations in

Tables 24 through 44. The corresponding I ratios from each analv=is have
been summarized 1n Tatle 45,

An examination cf the results in Table 45 shows that only five of
the pessible 63 statistical te-ts indicated statistical sivnificance.
An inspection of the wcans in the tcblies corresnonding to the significant
F ratios sugge~t: that the results are not consistent with research
hypotheses about the nodel. However, these findings are supportive
cf the Sponsor's previous reservations abcut the use of the
Cincinnati Autonory Test Battcery. These resery tiens about the
instrument itsclf, coupled with noted difficulties with standard.. .
administration duriny 1973-74  have resulted in the Sponser Staff
deciding not to use the CATB as part of the evaluation design for
1974-75.

Teachers

Although the Ilorida Parent Pducation Program 1> not a classroom
mode!, its success depends inoa large part on regular scheol personnel,
particularly the teacher. Athough the workhorse of the program 1s
the parent cducator, the “spark plug" of the svetem 1~ the reacher.

The c¢lassyoor teacher 15 exsential to the Tlor.da Model 1n that she
must be hnowledocablo about the proiam, must be able to use

paraprof - wsionals 1 the clas.reom etfectively, and ount o able to
use her profes<ronal ~kills Juring home vistt plinnine weo<ion. with

parent educators. In order to a-vess these functions of the teacher,
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. TABLE 45

F-ratios Resulting from Analysis of CATB
Data Collected in Communities £ and T

Corresponding
Grade Community Variable Hypothesis F Table

K K Task Initiation Program 2.01 24
K K Task Initiation Time 2.24 24
K K Task Initiation PxT 1.26 24
K K Curiosity Program 1.84 25
K K Curiosity Time 1.49 25
K LN Curiosity P xT 0.02 25
K K Response Variability Program 0.77 26
K K Response Variability Time 0.07 26
K K Response Variability PxT 1.33 26
1 K Task Initiation Program 10.07* 27
1 K Task Initiation Time 2.79* 27
1 K Task Initiation PxT 2.53 27
1 K Curiosity Program 0.01 28
1 K Curiosity Time 0.62 28
1 K Curiosity PxT 7.06* 28
1 K Responise Variability Program 0.07 29
1 K Response Variability Time 1.23 29
1 K Response Variability PxT 0.37 <9
N 1 T Task Initiation Program 1.52 30
1 T Task Initiation Time 1.14 30
1 T Task Initiation P xT 2.48 30
1 T Curiosity Program 0.00 31
1 T Curiosity Time 1.25 31
1 .T Curiosity PxT 0.38 31
-1 T Response Variability Program 0.09 32
1 T Response Variability Time 0.98 32
T Response Variability PxT 0.49 32

2 K Task Initiation Program 4.76* 33 }

2 K Task Initiation Time 1.22 33 .

2 K Task Initiation PxT 0.71 33 .

« 2111
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TABLE 45 (Continued)

F-ratios Resulting from Analysis of CATB
Data Collected in Communities K and T

Corresponding
Grade Community Variable Hypothesis F Table
2 K Curiosity Program 0.31 34
2 K Curiosity Time 1.78 34
2 K Curiosity PxT 0.72 34
2 K Response Variability Program 2.84 35
2 K Response Variability Time 0.82 35
2 K Response Variab’lity PxT 2.40 35
2 T Task Initiation Program 0.07 36 ’
2 T Task Initiation Time 0.20 36
2 T Task Initiation PxT 0.33 36
2 T Curiosity Program 0.01 37
2 T Curiosity Time 1.01 37
2 T Curiosity PxT 1.24 37
2 T Response Variability Program 0.34 38,
2 T Response Variability Time 2.44 38
2 T Response Variability PxT 0.11 38
3 K Task Initiation Program 0.61 39
3 K Task Initiation Time 0.71 39
3 K Task Initiation PxT 0.63 39
3 K Curiosity Program 0.11 40
3 K Curiosity Tige 0.64 40
3 K Curiosity PxT 1.30 40
3 K Response Variability  Program 0.78 41
3 K Response Variability Time 2.72 41
3 K Response Variability PxT 1.12 41
3 T Task Initiation Program 0.20 42
3 T Task Initiation Time 3.10* 42
3 T Task Initiation PxT 1.47 42
3 T Curiosity Program 0.55 43 -
3 T Curiosity Time 0.56 43
3 T Curiosity PxT 0.81 43
3 T Response Variability Program 0.53 44
3 T Response Variability Time 1.99 44
3 T Response Variability PxT 1.40 44
) ‘ .
Ao SoLL?
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data are reported on Teacher Knowledge of DTB's, the taxonomy of

- ¢lassroom activities, and Teacher-PE Planning Observations.

Objective C.1

At the end of the 1973-74 school year, at least 90% of the Follow
Through teachers will identify correctly all seven of the Desirable
Teaching Behaviors from a'videotape specifically prepared for this
purpose.

As earlier noted, the Sponsor was unable to prepare a technically

adequate videotape as necessary, and therefore a paper-and-pencil

-format was selected. Tb instrument was composed of 22 statements,

each uniquely characteristic of one DTB. This instrument was
administered to all teachers in all communities during the May site
visit. The results from the eleven communities have been presented
in Table 46. The community means range from 16.48 to 20.34, with
a median of 19.87. While these results indicate less than perfect
knowledge of the DTG's, tﬁey do indicate a relatively high degree of
familiarity with the DTB's-. ' |

In order to obtain more information about the teacher;' knowledge
of DTB's, the results from all eleven communities were pooled, and

.

the results were tabled by each of the eleven DTB's (there were two
items for each DTB). These results have been placed in Table 47.

An examination of these results suggests a need for additional

training on DTB #1, 3a, S and 7b.

50113



TABLE 46
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Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges on DTB Identification
Test Based on Responses from Teachers in 11 Communities

Community
K

L

-4

X
20.03
17.94
16.48
20.27
18.38
19.88
19.87
18.26
18.23
20.34

20.33

2.13

2.74

3.00

SRR

Low Score
14
10

6
16
1C
13
16
12
12
12

17

High Score
22

22
22
22
22
- 32"
22
22
22
22

22




TABLE 47

Frequency and Percentage of Teachers Responding Correctly
. to None, Ope, or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=262)

NONE CORRECT ONE CORRECT TWO CORRECT
£ % f % f %

21 8. 59.87
6 2. . 88.93
39 14, 53.82
14 5. 77.
98.
89.
93.

62.
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Objective C.2

During the 1973-74 school year, a ran&omly selected sample of
teachers will show an average increase of at least one Desirable
Teaching Behavior in planning sessions with parent educators as
measured by the PECE.

(Note: Because of revised data collgction procedures, no
data are available to examine this objective as stated. See the
discuss;on and results under Al(a) for more detail.) J
Objective C.3

During the 1973-74 school year, 95% of a sample of teachers will
use parent educators in classroom instructional activities at least
30% of the time observed as measured by the Taxénomy of Classroom
Activities. .

The Taxonomy of Classroom Activities (TCA) is an observational
instrument- which can be usedAinuseveral ways. !ghe Florida Parent
Education Program used the TCA to obtain a description of the activity
occuring within a classroom. The T&A was administered by Sponsor
representatives in those communities which served as sites for
Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery data collection. Each time the
tester returned a child to the classroom, the activities of the
teacher and parent educator were noted and later recorded on a TCA
form. Those communities not involved with tﬂe CATB were responsible
for their own TCA data collection. The results from the TCA have
been presented in Table 48. An i;spection of these results is not
very encouraging. According to the data, parent educators are not

being used in an instructional capacity to any appreciable degree.
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One possible explanation is that the persons doing the observation may .
not have been in the rlassroom long enouéh to be able to appropriately
classify the parent educator's activities. However, this explanati?n

‘
would not necessarily hold for those projects who collected their own
data. Thus, it seems reasonable to conclude at this time that most
parent educators in most communities zre not being used in instructionzl
capacities as much as they night be. Mo}e time must be spent with
teachers encouraging them to more effectively tap the resourcés
available in their classroom.

4

At the begipning of the 1973-74 school year, each Follow Through

Objective C.4

teacher will submit a planning schedule indicqf&ng tie times during
which she will éngage in planning for home visits and task building
(or selection) with each parent educator. A minimum of ! 1/2 hours
per week shoulé,ge scheduled with each parent educator. At least
60% of the spot checks done should find teacliers planning as
scheduled. % i

The spot checks were to be carried oﬁt by local_personnei, with
a goal of checking each teacher at least once per month. The

data were tabulated by Sponsor personnel and the results were as follows:

Community No. Classrooms Observations Attempted Sucessful Percent

K 35 13 s (7)  69.2%
L 31 177 118 (8) 66.7%
M 23 60 10 (10) 16.7% *
N 12 80 49 (9) 61.3%
0 39 337 255 (6) 75.7%
P 19 132 130 (3) 98.5%
Q 19 (No data submitted)

R 38 117 144 (5) 81.4%
S % 2 343 300 (4) 876
T 36 170 170 ° (1.5)100.0%
U 6 20 20 (1.5)100.0%

"N 118



*Data from February to May were not included, as they were collected
by teachers and thus not comparable to data from other communities.

It should be noted that nine of the eleven communities exceeded
the level of proficiency as speéified in the objective. One
community's data were not acceptable (as noted above) and another
community sent no data. Thus, it would seem that teachers and parent
educators are planning together for home visits.

Additional Teacher Data -

Two éommunities (O and U) sent data to the Sponsor using the
Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire to measure Teacher morale. Community O
did not identify teachers by name on the post-test so the data were
treated as two independent groups. The results for Community O
are presented in Table 49. Community U is a small project and only
four p;etest post-test matches were possible. Despite the small
sample size, the results for this community dre very interesting
(see Table 50) " The results indicate that the long decline in %
teacher morale in this community has been reversed. The administration

in this project seems to be relating better with the teachers in

1973-74 than in previous years.

Parent Educators

The parent educator is the key person in the implementation of

the Florida Parent Education Program. The*PE works in the classroom

part time, plans with the teacher, makes home visits, and gives

feedback to the teacher. Some of the data collected on parent

educators was to include identification of the Desirable Teaching

Behaviors, performance on the home visit, changes in the self concept,

‘»‘ and chaages in locus of control.

ERIC 30119
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Objective D.1

At the end of the 1973-74 schocl year, at least 80% of the
parent educators will correctly identify all seven of the Desirable
Teaching Behavioys from a videotape sﬁecially prepared for this
purpose. '

As noted earlier, the procedures for assessing this objective
were changed from what had been stated in the proposal. A paper-
and-pencil test was constructed containing 22 items, Z”éepresenting
each of eleven behavior. This form was administered to parent
educators in all eleven communities during site visits in May.
These results have been presented in Table 51. Comparing the results
in Table 51 with those in Table 46} it is noted that Teachers seem
to be able to be capable of ideﬂf{fying more DTBs than are the
parent educators. These results may be misleading as the identification
task may be highly related to general feading ability. Previous results
when part;nt educators and teachers ha\:ﬁ been asked to recall as many
DTBs as possible have shown that PE's can recall more bTés correctly

than can teachers. In order to gain insight into the parent educators

~ knowledge about particular DTBs, the results from all eleven communities

were pooled. The number of parent educators identifying correctly
none, one or two instances of each of the eleven DTBs has been presented
in Table 52.
An examination of the results incfable 52 would suggﬁixﬁe\need
for additional inservice training with parent educatofg/sn DTB\#I,

3a, 3, 5, 6, and 7b.

{j!ii’)‘)
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TABLE 51

i
Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges on DTB Identification

Test based on Responses from Parent Educators in 11 Communities

Community :)E S.D. Low Score High Score
K 19.54 2.66 11 22
L 15.39 3.44 9 21
M "~ 16.43 3.64 7 22
N 18.86 2.62 14 22
0 13.93 - 4.14 2 22
P 18.23 2.81 11 22

4.04 7 22
3.85 7 22
3.55 6 22
3.16 10 22
1.96 16 22
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&
TABLE 52
Frequency and Percentage of Teachers Responding Correctly
to None, One, or Two Instances for Each DTB (n=471)
NONE CORRECT ONE CORRECT TWO CORRECT
DTB# f % f $ f %
1 81 17.20 200 42.46 190 40.34
2 51 10.83 91 19.32 329 69.85
3a 91 19.32 210 44.59 170 36.09
3b 90 19.11 141 29.94 240 50.96
4a 2 .425 26 5.52 443 94.06
4b 7 1.49 84 17.83 380 86.68
4c 13 2.76 72 15.29 386 81.95
5 115 24.42 »| 167 35.46 189 40.13
6 43 9.13 122 25.90 306 64.97
r7a 15 3.19 52 11.04 404 85.78
7b 104 22.08 166 35.24 201 42.68




Objective D.2

During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly selected sample of
parent educators will show an average increase of at least one
Desirable Teaching Behavior used when presenting tasks to parents
as measured by the PECE.

(Note: Beéause of revised data collection procedures, no data
are available to examine this objectivg as stated. See the discussion
and results under Al(a) for more detail.)
Objective D.3

During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show
a positive change in self-concept as measured by the subscales of
the How I See Myself on a pretest-post-test basis.

The How I See Myself is a four factor self-concept instrument
for adults. The instrument was administered by Sponsor representatives
to new parent educators in September and again in May. Gain scores
were computed on the respective subscales, and a multivariate analysis
was completed to test the null hypothesis that the four mean differences
were simultaneously equal to zero. The multivariate test indicated
no statistically significant differences (F=1.53, 4 § 55df, p>.10).
The pretest and post-test mean, standard deviations and respective
gains are displayed in Table 53.
Objective D.4

During the 1973-74 school year, new parent educators will show
a change toward a more internal locus of control as measured by the

Social Reaction Inventory.
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again in May. A test of significance of differences in related
measures was completed and indicated no significant difference (t=-1.68,
63df). The pretest mean was 7.23 and the post-test mean was 6.53.

This difference would have been significant if a one tailed test had

lower score indicates more internal feelings of control.

3 ‘ Data were collected by Sponsor representatives in September and

Sponsor Objective 4
During the 1973-74 school year, a randomly‘selected sample of
parent educators will show an increase in the completemess of the
home visit with mothers as evidenced by an increase in the number o’
topics covered as measured by the PECE.
(Note: The'PECE videotapes for 1973-74 included only the teaching
of a home learning activity rather than a complete home visit.

Consequently, data to,examine this objective are not available.

\,
See explanation under 65jective A)

|
\
been run. Also, the difference is in the predicted direction as a
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Home Visit Data ’

The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) which is filled out by
the4parent educator after each home visit, yields a great amount of
useful data relative to the Florida model, including: (1) parent
reactions to tasks; (2) home - schéol relations; and (3) certain
general information. During 1973-74, 124,923 home visits were made
to 6,482 different qualified homes and 46,790 home visits were-made
to 2,762 different qualified homes. These data represent a considerable
amount of home-school contact.

1. The PEWR serves as '"'field test'" data for tasks since parents
are asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they
feel about the last task éhat was]brought into the home. These
data are summarized in Table 54.

The data seem to indicate two things: (1) that 1973-74 tasks
were well received by the parents; and (2) that only slight differences
exist between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard to the
tasks. This 1a¥ter finding is an important one since one goal of
the Florida Model is to serve all the children in the program regardless
of their socio-economic background. It seems fair to say that most parents,
irregardless of background, felt that their children were interested in
the tasks and were successful in doing them. Most parénts felt that
the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just
right" for their child. While a slight majogity of parents spend
under vne hour in teaching the task to the child, almost that many

spent one hour or more in such activity. It should be pointed out that

- -~
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o
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a

. Data were collected by Sponsor representatives in September and
again-in May. A test of significance of differences in related
measures was completed and indicated no significant difference (t=-1.68,
63df). The pretest mean was 7.23 and the post-test mean was 6.53.
This difference would haveébeen significant if a one tailed test had
been run. Also, the difference is in the predicted direction as a
lower score indicates more internal feelings of control.

Sponsor Objective 4

During the 1973-74 school year, a rahdomly seleé&ed sample of
parunt educators will show an increase in the completenress of the
home visit with éothers as evidenced by an increase in the number of
topics covered as measured by the PECE.

(Note: The PECE videotapes for 1973-74 included only the teaching
of a home learning activity rather than a complete home visit.

Consequently, data to examine this objective are not available.

See explanation under Objective A.)
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Home Visit Data : ‘

The Parent Educator Weekly Report (PEWR) which is filled out by
the parent educator after eaéh hpme visit, yields a-great amount of
useful data relative to the Florida model, including: (1) parent
‘reactions to tasks; (2) home - school relations; and (3) certain
general information. During 1973-74, 124,923 home visits were made
to 6,482 different qualified homes and 46,790 home visits were made F
to 2,762 different qualified homes. These data represent a considerable
amount of home-school contact.

1. The PEWR serves as 'field test'" data for tasks since parents
are asked to express their opinion in several ways about how they
feel about the last task that was brought into the home. These
data are summarized in Table 54 . :

The data seem to indicate two things: (1) that 1973-74 tasks

were well received by the parents; and (2) that only slight differences
exist between qualified and non-qualified parents with regard to the
tasks. This latter finding is an important one since one goal of
the Florida Model is to serve all the children in the program regardless
of their socio-economic background. It seems fair to say that most parents,
irregardless of background, felt that their .hildren were interested in
the tasks and were successful in doing them. Moust parents felt that
the tasks are important and that their level of difficulty was "just
right" for theifr child. While a slight majority of parents spend
under one hour in teaching the task to the child, almost that many

spent one hour or more in such activity. It should be pointed out that
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TABLE 54
‘ PEWR Data on Parent Reaction to Tasks
INTEREST
%
Type of Home High Mild Disintevested Not Asked Not Given
Qualified 69,331 (70%) 25,662 (26%) 957 (1%) 1,712 (2%) 1,009 (1%)
Non-qualified 27,315 (74%) 8,178 (22%) 316 (1%) 617 (2%) 309 (1%)
SUCCESS
i
Type of Home High Mild Not Successful Not Asked Not Given
Qualified 64,932 (66%) 29,349 (30%) 1,253 (1%) 2,005 (2%) 968 (1%)
Non-qualified 26,014 (71%) 9,248 (25%) 384 (1%) 755 (2%) 300 (1%)
IMPORTANCE
Type of Hcme ‘Important Some Importance No Importance Not Asked Not Given
( Qualified 74,720 (76%) 18,742 (19%) 254 (0.3%) 3,898 (4%) 894 %
> Non-qualified 28,103 (77%) 6,502 (18%) 108 (0.3%) 1,688 (5%) 313 (1
- ,
DIFFICULTY
Type of Home Too Difficult Just Right Too Easy Not Asked Not Givea
Qualified 4,636 ( S5%) 85,651 (87%) 1,440 (1%) 5,338 (5%) 1,383 (1%)
Non-qualifjed 1,649 ( 4%) 31,637 (86%) 838 (2%) 2,070 (6%) 492 (1%)
TIME SPENT
Over 2-3 1-2 Under 1
Type of Home 3 Hours Hours Hours Hour Nq{‘kked Not Given.
\0
Qualified 5,427 (6%) 9,190 (9%)’25,454 (26%) 47,013 (48%) 8,%‘0 (9%) 2,982 (3%
Non-qualified 2,309 (6%) 2,868 (8%) 9,407 (26%) 18,280 (50%) 3,074 (8%) 799 (2%,

ERIC aN131
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parent teachiﬁg time does not include any time that the child might ’
have spent working on the task by himself once it was taught to him,
2. Home-School Relationships
A basic goal in th;‘Florida Model is the strengthening of
home-school relationships. Florida Model emphases include encouraging
~. parent to visit the school, work inlthe classreom as a volunteer,
attend parent group meetingé (other than PAC), and attend PAC meetings.
Thé Model relies heavily upon the parent educator to facilitate such
parent involvement. The teacher also plays an important role by
planning carefully with the parent educator in order to assist her with
her activities aﬁd plans with her parents.
The 1973-74 PEWR hom;—sehool relations data are summarized
in Table 55. When the data are exa;incd‘?nd compared with those
reported in previous annual reports, it is amazing how consistent the
percentages are from year to year. Slight increases may be detected from
1972-73 to 1973-74 in terms of the amount of teacher-parent educator
planning time and time spent informing parents of PAC meetings, but
generally little change has resulted. Roughly one-fourth of the
parents visited the school, slightly less than one-tenth of the parents
volunteer in the classroom and attend parent group meetings (other
thén PAC), and slightly over one-tenth.;f the parenfﬁ report that they
attend PAC meetings.
These results are consistently obtained in spite of the fact
that over half of the teacher—paren; educator planning sessions for
home visits are over fifteen minutes in length, that parent educators

£F
discuss the last PAC meeting with parents about half the time and .

Q . . 1 E
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TABLE 55 T -

{ PEWR Data on Home-School Relations

TIME PLANNING VISIT

Type of Home Under 15 30 45 One | No

Minutes Minutes Minutes Hour Planning
Qualified 55,012 (46%) 47,101 (39%) 5,225 (4%) 9,159 (8%) 3,652 (3%)

Non-qualified 20,789 (46%) 17,409 (38%) 2,381 (5%) 3,673 (8%) 1,160 (3%)

e, VISIT THE SCHOOL
Type of Home Yes No PE Does Not Know
Qualified 28,048 (23%) . 91,525 (75%) 2,660 (2%)
Non-qualified 12,040 (26%) 33,182 (72%) 843 (2%)

WORK IN CLASSROOM

»
Type of Home Yes No PE_Does Nct Know
Qualified 8,473 (7%) 112,963 (92%) F 962 (1%) 8
Non-qualified 4,101 (9%) 41,774 (90%) 262 (1%)

ATTEND PARENT GROUP

Type of Home Yes No PE Does Not Know

Qualified 10,076 (8%) 105,907 (87%) 6,313. (5%)
Non-qualified 4,341 (9%) 39,9% (87%) 1,798 (4%)

ATTEND PAC MEETING

Me of Home Yes gg_ PE Does Not Know

Qualified 14,179 (12%) . 99,177 (81%) 8,839 (7%)
Non-qualified 5,324 (12%) 38,541 (84%) 2,188 (5%)

!

DISCUSS PAC MEETING

me of Home Y_g_g_ N_o |

Qualified 61,147 (50%) 60,895 (50%)/
Non-qualified 22,461 (49%) 23,597 (51%)

R !



IZPe of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

¥

épe of Home

Qualified
Non-qualified

INFORM OF PAC MEETING

Yes No

79,500 (65%) 43,030 (35%)
28,828 (62%) 17,316 (38%)

“PLANS FOR SCHOOL VISIT

Yes !g

73,062 (60%) 49,326 (40%)
24,760 (54%) 21,346 (46%)

9131 .
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-

inform them of the next PAC meeting slightly less than two-thirds of
the time, and that parent educators make'plans with the parents to
visit the school over half the time. The problem in interpreting
these somewhat consistent data is the lack of comparison data. What
percentage of non-Follow Through parents typically visit the school,
work in the classroom and attend parent‘group meetings? We suspect
that these Follow Through data, especially when the parent population
is considered, would look pretty good in comparison if such data were
available. Especial attention is called to the very slight differences
existing between qualified and non-qualified families on the data
reported in Table 55 .

3. General Information

The PEWR picks up certain general information that is Summarized

in Table 56 . The comprehensive services data should be interpreted
in light of the fact that parent educators do not-generally initiate
discussions of the comprehensive services but responds when the parent
seeks informaiion or makes a request. Thus, the comprehensive
services data look good. The differences betweeﬁ the qualit;ied and
the non-qualified parents would be expected since the latter do not
qualify for most of the services. It is interesting that about one-

third the non-qualified parents still asked for and received some

" comprehensive services information. This may, in part, reflect the

fact that a.number of non-qualified parents are so classified because
they are only slightly over the required income figure set by the
Follow Through Guideiines. They are not '"middle class'" in temrms of

social class theory.

S IS
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. : TABLE 56 : | .

PEWR Data on General Information

.
-

DISCUSS COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES?

Me of Home Xg y_g_
Qualified : 55,910 (46%) 66,431 (54%)
Non-qualified 15,241 (33%) 30,888 (67%)

/

ASK FOR TASK SUGGESTIONS?

Tyye of Home _Y_e_s_ No
Qualified 64,146 (53%) 58,064 (48%) ‘
p Non-qualified 22,958 (50%) 23,123 (50%) ;

GIVEN TASK SUGGESTIONS?

Me of Home Y_e_g y_o_
Qualified 4,335 (4%) 117,828 (96%)

Non-qualified 1,692 (4%) 44,389 (96%;

O ‘ 5; “’i{ig
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The data cn asking for and getting task suggestions are
very much like those of 1972-73 with only slight percentage increases.
While almost half the time the parent educator reports that she is
asking the parent for suggestions for tasks, the parent educator
is still not getting many suggestions from paients. These results
are consistent in spite of a number of inservice training efforts designed

to show parent educators how to "pull tasks out of parents".
p P p

Summary of PEWR D.ta

While some of the PEWR dai. are difficult to interpret due to the
lack of comparison da{a, the 1973-74 PEWR data generally indicate
considerable strength in the program. Further, sinc- these data are
very similar to those obtained in 1972-73 and previous\xiars, the

results seem to be consistent ones It is especially encouraging to

note that the differences between qualified and non-qualified homes: are

=

"slight and that the program seems to be serving all parents and children

in the same way irregardless of their backgrounds.
In general, the PEWR indicates tasks are well received by parents,
comprehensive services are being dis sed, and at least modest success

can be claimed in the area of home-school relations. Parent-generated

tasks continues to be an area of weadknesses.

Home Learning Activity Data

The Parent Educator weekly Report (PEWR) also yields data
concerning the extent to which we are achieving our goal of individualizing

instruction through tasks. This is done by dividing the number of

completed home visits during which tasks were presented by the number

i /

;
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of different taskg that were presented during the schbol year. Previous

analyses indicated that such data had to be analyzed at the classroom

level due to the'sharing' of tasks across classrooms and across

communities. Thus, the 1973-74 data were analyzed by‘classroom.
Suppose, for example, that in a class of thirty pupils each task

is sent into an average of 25 homes. Little individualization in

terms of choosing aifferent tasks for different pupils and mothering

ones would appear to be going on. On the other hadd, if each task

went into an average of five homes, a considerable amount of individualization

would appear to be occuring.
Analyzing suzh data on a classroom by classroom basis and then

making judgments about a community's overall progress isn't easily done

and yields o..y gross estimates at best. However the task individualization

data are reported in AppendixE by community and were analyzed as follows:

When a classroom contained roughly thirty pupils, an average task

useage of 1 - 10 homes was judged to represent "considerable
ind.vidualization'. An average task usage of 11-20 homes was judged

to represent "some individualization' ~hile an'average task usage of over
twenty homes was hetd to represent '"little individualization'". Each
community was then examined in terms of wﬁere the majority of its
classrooms fall.

Using the above criteria, communities K, N, O, P, S, T, and U
evidenced '"considerable individualization'". Communities L, M, Q, and R
were judged to ha'e "some individualization'. NNo community appeared
to fall into thc "little individualiczation''category. These findings are
indeed encouraging and possibly represent a con51deggble emphasis placed

f

on such aetivities by both the communities and the model sponsor. Some
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individual classrooms are still not, of course, individualizing tasks
through teacher-parent educator planning and need assistance by
consuliants, task specialists, and others. However, overall the picture

looks quite good.

U
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Summary (fl

The 1973-74 Sponsor evaluation of the Florida Parent Education
Program used data pertaining to parents, children, teachers and parent
educators. These data were collected in the eleven communit es
participating in the Florida Model of “Follow Through.

In general, the results relating to parents should be examined
quite closely, as the Florida Model is one which places great emphasis
on parental involvement. The analyses of the data seemed to suggest
the following conclusions with respect to parents:

1. Parents who have been involved with the Florida
Model use more ''desirable teaching behaviors' than do non-Follow
Through parents.

2, A substantial percentage of families (Community
Median - 27%) attended at least one PAC meeting. Although performance
did not meet the desired cfiter »n, a large number of parents did
participate at PAC meetings. To a lesser degree, parents participated
in PAC related activities (Community Median - 14%).

3. Follow Through parents did volunteer in classrooms.

In the 11 communities, the distribution of percentages of parents
volunteering at least once had a median of 42%.

4, The regularity of home visits was lower than anticipated.
However, this discrepancy may reflect problems in the dejivery system
rather than parental non-participation.

5. Parents have been involved in making decisions about
the Follow Through program. This conclusion was reached by inspection

of PAC meeting minutes.
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. 6. Parents who have been involved in the Florida Model
seem to have changed thecir style of parﬁgting. Younger children
from these families come to school better‘ﬁrepared ihan do children
from families who have not been in Follow Through.

7. Examination of measures of the home environment
suggests that low income famjlies showed positivé’%ﬂunges in Awareness
of Child Development, Availability, and Use of Supplies for Lénguage -
Development, Materials for Learning in the Home, and Reading Press.

The data on children éxamined as part of this evaluation consisted
of standard achievement measures, attendance, and self concept measures.
The following conclusions seem warranted after analysis of child data:

1. The results from standardized achievement tests give
a confusing picture. Some communities show positive results, some show
negative fééuits, and some show no differences between Follow Through
and non-Follow Through groups. These differences in results might
be attributed to the difficulty in obtaining adequate comparison
groups. \

2. Tﬁé attendance data also present a mixed picture.

Again, the differences may be a function of the comparison'groups
used rather than a measure of program effect.

3. The self concept data seem to suggest positive
pretest/posttest changes in kindergarten and first grade, and negative
changes in second and third grade. These findings may be descriptive
of what happens to children in public schools, rather than results
specific to the Florida Model.

4, The analysis of th? data from subtests of the
Cincinnati Autonomy Test Battery provided no meaningful insights,

and the battery has been dropped from the evaluation design.

S0141
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. . The data collected on teachers provided information about
the knowledge of the Desirable Teaching Behavibrs, the use of .
paraprofessionals in the clas;room, and pianning for home visits.
Based on the data, these conclusions ére suggested:

1. The teachers are able to identify instances of the
Desirable Teaching Behaviors. However, the results indicated that
some of the behaviors are less familiar‘than others.

2. Although there are some community differences, teachers
do not appear to be using parent educators effectively in classroom
instruction activities. However; part of the problem lies with tge
manner in which data were collected, and the procedures have been
revised. -

3. Observation of Teacher/Parent Educator planning
sessions inéicated that generally, planning for home visits did
occur as scheduled. This finding is supported by the Home
Learning Activity inéividualization data.

Data collected on Parent Educators includ;d information on
knowledge of the Desirable Teaching Behaviors, and changes in the
parent educators, themselves. B;sed on these data, the following
conclusions may be reached:

1. Parent Educators are reasonably familiar with the
Desirable Teaching Behaviors. In general, their performanceksn the
identification test was lower than that by teachers, but this
finding might bé attributed to réading ability as the identification
test was loaded with a verbal factor. Several of the DTBs were
identified for further inservice work.

2. The changes in new parent educators were not appaient ‘

based on the measures used. Self concept measures indicated little

o ' o
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change, and the lows of control measure changed toward an internal
lows,Jbut not significantly.

The data provided by the PEWR suggest the following conclusions:

1. Parents view the Home Learning Activities positively.
2. Parents seem to be reiuctant to give suggestions for
tasks’
*
]
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Parental / .vitudes Toward the
Follow Through Program

INTRODUCTION:

The Florida Parent Education Follow Through Program is an educa-
tional research program adopted in eleven communities distributed in
ten states. Because of the importance of parental involvement in this
program, a comprehensive parent assessment of the Follow Through model
was conducted both in 1972 (McDowell report) and at the end of the
1972-73 school year (Bozler report). These two parental evaluation
surveys were conducted in Alachua County which served as an experi-
mental parent gducqtor home model at that time. In May, 1974, a
similar survey was conducted in two of the Florida model's communities.
Of the two communities that were surveyed, one is a large urban city
locateirin the southeastern sector of the United States and the other
community is a small rural town comprised of 7,000 people in the mid-

western part of the United States, Throughout this report, the former

'

will be referred to as community L and the latter as Community N.

Section 1: PROCEDURES

A. Development of the Questionnaire

The questionnaire that was used in 1972 and 1973 was revised in -
April, 1974 by Ms. Roberta R. Streit with the assistance of the Follow
Through staff. Several meetings wére held to revise the original
questionnaire and to make some suggestions for additional questions.

)
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The final questionnaire was approved by Dr. Gordon Greenwood in
May, 1974. A -copy of this questionnaire is included in Appendix B
of this report.
B. Sampling Procedures

The subjects in this study were selected by use of a table of
random numbers. A sample size of 90 was chosen as well as a sample
of 90 comparable alternates. These samples were drawn according to
economic level and race. Included in the sample were 30 parents from
community N which comprised 5% ef that area's population in Follow
Through, and 60 parents ftom’fgg;;nity L comprising 10% of that commun-
ity's Follow Through population. In community N, thggmajority of the
population chosen was white with an even distribution from the quali-
fied and hon-qualified income level families. In community L, the
majority of the families were black and from the lower socioeconomic
level.
C. Field Interviews

In preparation for the field interview, six undergraduate students were
chosen and briefed as to the procedure to follow when conducting the
visitation in the two respective ;ommunities. Four students were
chosen to go to community L and the other tvo were chosen to go tc
coanunity N. |
# Prior tc the visit, two letters we%é sent to the selecteod-sanple
of parents in each community.for the purpos;‘ef explaining the format

-

and purpose ¢f the imterview. It wrs explicitly stated in these letters
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that the interview was to be kept completely confidential and would
be for the purpose of evaluating the Florida Follow Through parent
education model. One of the letters was sent to the original ninety
parents that were randomly selected and the other letter was sent to
ninety additional parents chosen as alternates to the'originallsample.
(See Appendix). In addition, a letter was sent to the parent -educators
that are associated with the random sample of parents. This letter
was sent to inform them of the interviewing procedure and to ask their
assistance with the interview if the circumstances required it. (See
Appendix B). . ~

Thf questionnaire was administered during the week of May 5-May 12,
1974. Each interviewer was given an introductory letter and an addi-
tional gcomment letter which was to be left with the parent so that they
would have an opportunity to communicate to the Institute any furtper

comments they felt relevant (See Appendix B).

Section II: RESULTS
A. General Overview

As mentioned earlier, the random sample for this interview was
chosen according to economic level and race. Because of the nature of
this sample, several comparisons can be made. The primary considera-
tions are presented in terms of frequency of questions answered accord-
ing to the different categories listed under each individual question.

These categories represent answers ranging .rom highly positive responses

to extremely ncgative responses. In addition, answers have been analyzed




" according to the two different communities visited, race, and economic -
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levels. Subtotals are computed for Community L and Community N, as
well as an overall grand total for the two communities inﬁblved. (See
Appendix C).
B. Discussion of Results

In order to facilitate analysis of the results, the discussion
will be subdivided into major categories of concern as presented in the
questionnaire. x

Category One: General Program

A comprehensive overview of questions one through four suggesté ai
favorable parental reaction towards the program in general. Question 1,
which deals with the parent's initial reaction to Follow Through shows
that 66% of the total population cxpressed a favorable response to
the program. This result can further be delineated by the two communi-
tigs: .Community L had a 68% favorable reaction and Community N had a
63% favorable response. The black population in each of these communities
responded more favorablyiio the program than the white population as

indicated below:

When someone first came and explained the Follow Through Program
what did you think about it?

Community L Community N
\Black White Black White

Favorable
Reaction 82% 26% 190% 62%

In addition to this favorable response, 96% of the population

thought the program™yas a good idea (Question 1B).
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‘ Based on Question 2A, the data indicate that the majority
of the parents have been in the program for one year and commented
that the program was a success (84% - Question 3B). Some of the
desirable aspects of the program that were mentioned reclated to
the increased attention offered to the children as a result of the
program (15% - grand total), and the cohesiveness shown as-a conse-
quence of the school and parents working together (20% - Question 2B).
When asked about\the undesirable aspects of the program, 41% of the
total population responded that there were no undesiraﬁ&e aspects and
an additional 41% did not respond. A small percentage (7%) said
"more attention", ''discipline', and "time for tasks' were needed %
(Question 2B).

In response to Question 3A, addressed tp the goals of the program,

55% of the total population said the program was designed to help children
educationally and socially. An additional 12% said that one of the pro-
grams goals was to help form a better relationship between parents and
children.

>

A large majority of parents (78%) stated that they thought parents

should have a voice in the operation of the Follow Through model (Gues-
tion 4A) and stated parental involvement (18% and pareanl knowledge of

children's needs (31%) as the reasons for this. Intere%tingly enough,
only 12% gave reasons why parents should not participate in the operati;n
of Fallow Through. These reasons included satisfaction with Follow Through
services as it is now operating (7.8%) and a feeling of inferiority or

disqualification concerning the program(4.4%) concerning the program (4.4%)

‘ (Question 4B).




To further support the conclusion that parents express favorable .
attitudes toward Follow Through, 2 comment letters were received by the
Institute for the Development of Human Resourdes expressing a deep grati-
tude for Follow Through in general and gommenting on the continuance of

the program.

Category Two: Parental Involvehent With Their Children

A careful examination of the data in this area indicates Follow

IS
= E

- lsThrough's congiderable impact on parental involvement with their children .
(Quest{on S)Z
Due to the nature of question SA, addressed to parqﬁtai involvement
with children before the program started, multiple ;nswers were offered

and the totals for each community were above 100% and were, therefore,

eliminated from the tables. Thé mest common areas in which the parents

offered their help were the areas of math, reading, andlABC's (23%,
31%, and 26% respectively) (gggst' n 5A). As evidenced by question 57,

they were doing different types of things

G

51% of the total popu&a}%glzgg
with their child now ?$F;pposed to before the program started. This new
involvement inclu;;; g& increased awareness of their children's schoolwork,
tasks, and activities (43% and 12% respectively) (Qﬁestion 5C). Similarly,
64% of the Follow Through parents acknowledged spending more;;ihe yifg their

children now as opposed to before the commencement of Follow Through

(Questiort 5D).

- Category Three: School Achievement

4
We were particularly -interested in knowing if the parents thought

that their participation in the program had contributed to an improvement .

in their children's performance in school. Based on the data indicated

TG0




in question 6B, 52% of the population respokded positively to this

with the emphasis being in the qualified areas of both communities v
(Community L - 70% qualified, 33% non-qualified; “ommunity N - 66%
qualified, 53% non-qualified). In addition, paren.s _adicated that
Follow Through was tvé prime force in contributing to their children's
de. rable behavior ir cchool "< subsequent relations with his teacher

and peers (See Table I).

P

Category Four: Teacher, Parent, and Parent Eduzator Relations

Questions 9 through 15, and question 22 deal with the different
aspects of the teaéher - parent - parent educator relationship.

In analyzing the responses fcr questions 9A and 9B, it becomes
apparent that the majority of Parent Educators do not live in the
same neighb:?hooq as the parents who were interviewed (63%). Addi-
tionally, a sufficient numBer of parents (35%) indicated that they
thought the pr . 1t educator should hot live in the same neighborhoéd
as they. More parents in Community N (46%) responded negatively to
this question than in Community L (30%).

Parental response to question 10A and 10B suggests that a moder-
ate number of the parent educators are of the same economic background
as the parents interviewed. (36% overall, 53% Community N, 28% Community
L). However, a sizable rumber of parents (36% total sampie) said that
it was unnecessary for the parent educator to be of the same cconomic
background as themselves. The iesponse to these questions were higher
in the qualified category of Community L (33%) than in the non-qualified

category of that same Commdnity (25%).

~
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TABLE 1

(

Has your child's behavior
improved this school year?

COMMUNITY L COMMUNITY N

TOTAL

YES 48% 33% 43%
NO 10% 23% 15%
How r. a is this due to
Follow Tnrough?
A LOT 45% 26% 38%
NONE 10% 3% 7%
Does child get along better
with his teacher now as com-
pared to before he was in
Follow Through?
YES 46% 66% 533
NO 6% 3% 5%
Is this due to Follow Through?
¥ YES 31% 43% 35%
NO 2% 3% 2%
Does youi ch:" 1 get along
better with h.s pecers now
as compared tc before he
was in Follow Through?
YES 56% 60% 57%
NO % 0% 2%
Is this due to Follow Through?
YES 36% 56% 43%
NO 3% 3% 3%
Does your child like school
more now as compared to before
he was in Follow Through?
YES 55% 73% 61%
NO % 6% %
Is this due to Folliow Through?
YES 35% 60% 43%

o
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A large percentage of parents (71%) indicated that their teacher
did not make any home visits (Question 11A). Of the teachers that did
visit various homes, 14% of them visited only once. Among the reasons
for visitation were for discussion of the child (14%), discussion of
schoolwork (3%), discussion about Follow Through and tasks (4%), and

general disgussion for the purpose of ''getting acquainted" (7%)

(Question 11E).

Questions 12A through 12F deal with reactions to how and why the
teacher should make regularly scheduled home visits. Sixty-two parents
(69%) indicated that they think the teacher should not make home visits
and 52% cf these parents stated that the teacher had enough responsibility
and should not be expected to make home visits. Twelve percent of the¢
parents expressed a need for home and school communication with the
teaéher as the link between the two. Fourteen parents (15%) said the
school system should provide teacher aides and pay the teacher for
extia work in order to facilitate home visits.

An overwhelming response tuv questions 13A through 15B shows
that as high as 96% of the parents expressed no difficulfy at all
in communicating with their teacher and parent educators, in spite of
the different economic backgrounds and different living areas. This
serves to demonstrate the harmony that can be easily reached among
participants in Fofiow Through which in turn reinforces the appli-
cability of this program

In addition to this harmony experienced among the parents, parent

educators, and teachers, 87% of the parents said they were learning more
p Yy
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about their children as a result of the interaction with these other
people (Question 23A). Included in the new areas of learning regarding
their children are those concerning behaviors at school (63%), closer
communication with child (4.4%), and an inckeased appreciation of the

child (8%) (Question 23B).

Category Five: Parent Educator and Home Visits

Based on the responses obtained in questions 16 through 19 and
v/

questions 21 and 24, many favorable comments about the home visits were
received. In Sommunity L and Community N, a majority (86% and 73%
respectively) of the parents indigatedsthat the home visits should be

1 - .
made at the home. In Community N, however, 3 parents ‘(10%) said the

school was a good place for a visit and an additional 4 parents (6%) in ’

o

.

Community L responded simiiarly (Question 16A). Reasons for the afore-
mentioned places were convenience (58%), privacy (9%), and importance
of observing the child in his home and school environment (8%). It was
gratifying to note that 100% of the parents in Community N were allegédly
is'ted by their parent educators at least once a week. Overall, 92%

- of the population reported this frcquency of visitation of at least once
a week (Question 17A). Answers to question 17B reveal that 89% of the
total population thought this frequency of visitation was '"just right'".
Similarly, 95% of the total sample felt comfortable having someoae from
the school visit their home on a regular basis.

It was slso indicated that seventy-seven of the responch}s (85%)

felt that their children liked having the parent educator and/or the

teacher make home visits (Question 19). When asked about th:> topics that.
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were discussed during these home visits the parents and the parent
educator mentioned topics such as tasks, comprehensive services (31%),
child's performance in school (23%), PAC meetings (2%), child rearing
(6%), and issues concerning family and community (15%) (Question 21).
Again, it might be mentioned that all the aforementioned data
serves to solidify the idea of ease of communication experienced by the

parents, parent educator, and teachers involved in the Follow Through

Program.

Category Six: Tasks

An analysis of question 20 which dealt specifically with tasks
(hOQS learning activities) indicates that 81% of the total sample thought
the tasks suited their child. Almost 63% of the parents said their
parent educator makes an attempt to suit the tasks to their children
(Question 20B).

In question 20C, an attempt was made to discern whether the parent
educators used role-playing as a technique for presenting the tasks.
Here, 57% of the total respondents answered positively and 41% negatively.
When the parents were asked how they felt about role-playing a task,
(Question 20C-How) 39% said it was good and 18% responded negatively,
sa;ing it was unnecessary or created an unsteady atmosphere. In addition,
85% of Community L and 80% of Community N said the tasks were of definite
value to their chiidren (Question 20D). An almost unanimous number of
parents (87 total parents) indicated in question 20E that their children
enjoyed the tasks. In addition to the apparent enjoyment experienced
by these children with their tasks, the data in question 20F shows

the tasks as having an influence upon v...er children in the same family.

29155



Twenty-two families in Community N (73%) and twenty-five families (38%)
responded favorably when asked about the influence of the tasks upon
other childreh, whereas three families (10%) in Community N and
twenty-five families (41%) in Community L responded negatively to this
proposed influence (Question 20F). A sufficient number of parents (4;5
re-emphasized this phenomenon of verticgl diffusion by stating that the
other children have helped and have been helped with the, tasks brought
into their home.

Category Scven: Parent and Parent Educator Participation in the
Classroon

ES

Question§ 25 through 27 deal with parent educator home visits and
parental participation in the classroom. An almost unanimous number of
Follow Through parents (88 parents - 97.8% - Question 25A) were in agree-

-

meﬂt as to the reasons for having home visitors work in the classroom.
As men;iohed in the questionnaire, ;hese reasons were: ''to give the
child more attention'" and "to give the parent educator information about
the child when talking to the parents." '

AWhen asked if they ever visited the classroom, 75% of the total
sample answered that they spent some .ime in the>classroom (aﬁestion
26A). In Coﬁmunity N, 73% of t'.e non-qualified parents spent time in
the classroom as opposed to 60% of the qualified parents. In addition,
83% of Community L's non-qualified parents visited the classroom as

opposed to 70% of the qualified parents in that community. A sufficient

number of these parents (29 parents - 32 % overall total) stated that

they visited the classroom for the purposes of observation only. Other ‘

1
p——
{:"‘:
<D
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N :
parents visited the classroom in order to help the teacher (12%),
work with the children (20%), and to hold a conference with the teacher
(10%) (Question 26B).

When asked if they felt accepted by both the teacher and the parent
educator in the classroom, 75% of the parents answered positively to
acceptance by the teacher and 74% -answered positively to acceptance by.
the parent educator. There were no negative responses in either
community to this question.

Question, 26E addressed itself to the reasons for non-participation
in the classroom by fLe parent. Twelve parents (13%) stated that they
were working and didn't have time. Other reasons stated were trans-
portation problems (2%), health reasons (1%), and responsibilities to
younger children at home (4%).

Question 27 asked the parents if they thought the school has deve-
loped better understanding of their child as a learner as a result of
these parent educator's visits, teacher visits, and parental participa-
tion in the classroom. An overwhelming 97% responded positively to this

question.

Category Eight: Interaction of Parent and School

Of particular interest was finding out parental attitudes toward
the proposed interaction of home and school. 'A striking 98.9%
of the total sample of parents stated that they thought the home and
school should work together in the education oi their children {Question
28A). Some of the reasons stated in defeﬁse of this were the importance
of parent 'l understanding of what happens in the school environment (22%),

unity needed between the school and home because either one of these two

5157
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institutions should,not take on the responsibility of the child's needs .
alone (6%), and the importance of parental involvement because of the
parent's knowledge of their particular child's needs and wants (4%)
(Question 28B).

In addition, eighty two parents stated that the program has helped
them better understand what the school expects of their child in the
academic areas, They stated that the program informed them of new
innovations in teaching (4%), helped them realize the importance of
their involvement with the children's homework (6%), and helped them
treat their child as an individual at home (2%) (Question 29B).

In addition to these responsecs, seventy-nine parents stated that

they considered themselves as a partner with the school in terms of their

children's leawnir .

T+ wac encnuraging tn find a larse response to parental suggestions
regarding other ways in which parents should be included in the school
aside from classroom visitation. These suggestions included field trip _
participation (3%), volunteer work (7%), parental participation in )
planning of the school system (i%), parental involvement iu the pre-

paration of the school menv (13;), volunteer hours in the library (1%),

and the establishment of new classes for parents (1%) (Question 31B).

Category Nine: Parental Participation in Follow Through Parent Meetings

Based nn questions 32?A through 321, onc will observe a moderatc amount
of parental participation in PAC mcetings and PAC related activities. A
total of 85 parents (94%) said thcy had been notified in advance about these

Tollow Through PAC meetings (Question 32A). Of the parents that werenotifiid

R
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about these meetings, 61% actually attended the meetings with
Comminity L having a larger percentage of parental attendance

(66%) than Community N (50%) (Question 32B). Based on the responses
in Question 32D, addressed to the parental feelings about the valuc
of these meetings, 49% of the parents that attended these meetings

felt that they were of some value to them. Only 10% of the total

describe ways in which the parent educaier encouraged pérental
attendance, the responses were a: follows: (See Table II)

{(Question 32E),

Table IT
In what ways did your P.E. encourage you to attend these meetings?

1) P.E, specifically invited parent to come to the
MEELINGs o o « o o o = o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o . o o 14%

2) P.E. encouraged parental attendance by informing

sample responded negatively to this same questijon. When asked to
through 1€tLers. « « o« o o « o o « o o o s o s o o o o o o 9%

3) P.E. offers transportation assistance. . . . . . . . . . . 2%

Sixty-four percent of the parents surveyed said that they definitely
had a voice in the operation of the Follow Through program (Question 32F).
When asked to describe the manner in which they had an input into the
activities of Follow Through, 11% said they ﬁad an influence by voting
for issues and officers, and an additional 9% said they had planned and
creatcd Follow Through budgetary programs. Similarly, 3% of the parents

stated that they made several si:7gestions to the Follow Through Program

and thesc suggestions were definitely acted upon (Question 32G).
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We were interested ,to”find out if the Follow Through parents ‘
attended any parent meetings other than PAC related ones. One haif
of the total sample of parents stated that they did attend meetings
other than PAC, and these meetings included PTA (41%), Bazaar plarning
(1%), comprechensive services (2%), and various open houses {1%)

(Questions 32H and 32I).

Category Ten: General Coirments

In analy~zing che responses to questions 33A anl 33B, one will

observ .ne overwvhelnming nurber of positive responses received in

regard to the program in general. Some of the positive comients

received from the parents are as follows:
Positive Comments Regarding Fo..ow Through

2. Program is good for parents and children ........... 3%

¥

3. Children benefit from the program and the parents work hard
to help their children . .ovvevvvinieiiiieienneneeea 1%

4. The program offers a great deal of help concerning infor-

mation about comprehensive services offered in the
COMMUNIEY 4 erevenseresnsossosnsosnansnsssssnas nnssse 3%

Althcugh we received a large number of favorable responses in regard
to the program in general, we did receive a small number of negative responses.

Amoig these responses were:

Negative Comments Regarding Follow Through

1. Tasks TO0 €aSY..veriveecarconeaarocnsassvanssnssasnss 1%

2. Not enough information about Follow Through disseminated
TO PAIENES. e iiit it eseesaronorsoronssasessvanaserse 2%

L0060




3. Parents want Follow Through in all Classrooms....... 2%

In addition to these comments about Follow Through, parents made
many suggestions concerning the improvement of the program. These

suggestions were as follows:

A. Suggestions regarding PAC meetings:

1. Parents should be notified in advance about PAC meetings. This
way they will be better prepared for them.

2. There are too many PAC ﬁﬁrties and projects. This is getting
away from the purpose of the program. We do not spend enough
time discussing issues regarding the children of the program.

B. Suggestions regarding Tasks and Parent Educators:

1. Tasks should be more related to the child's schoolwork.

7

2. P.E. isn't helpful because she doesn't spend enough time on the
tasks and schoolwork.

C. Suggestions regarding the school:

1. A "parent" day should be established. This day would be for the
purpose of having the parent spend a full day with the child at

the school. -

2." Parents should help prepare the school menu.

3. Parents should play a part in the pianning of the entire school
system.

4. Special classes for parents are more widely needed (i.e., reading,
math).

S. Parents who cannot attend the PTA meetings should not be deprived

of going on school trips. The teacher usually picks those parents
who frequently attend these meetings.

D. Suggestions regarding the Program:

[ERJ!:‘ 1. Migdle income children should not be deprived of tne summer program
i trlpS. (‘50161 >




— Section III: Conclusions

1.
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There was an overall favorable response towards the Follow
Through progra& in general (see Categories One and Ten).

A majority of the Follow Through parents spend more time with
their children now as opposed to before the commencement

of Follow Through (see Category Two). Similarly, the
majority of the parents statcd that their participation in
the program had contributed to an improvement in their

rhs TAran
Whba s A Ve A \rbs

's performance in school (see Category Three).

In spite of different economic backgrounds and neighborhoéds.
the data presented in this report serves to solidigy the

idea of ease of commmication experienced by the parent,

parent educator, teachers, and other participants involved

in the Follow Through program (sce Categories Féhr and kive).

A majority of parents from both communities were pleased with
the home leafning activities, stating that they were suited

to their children (sec Category Six).

An overwhelming Aumber of parents (89 parents - 98.9%) stated
that they thought the home and school should work together

in the educationtof their children. This serves to reinforce
the applicability of the Follow Through program (see Categories
Seven and Eight).

Although most parents were notified in advance about PAC meetings
(94%), only 61% actually attended these meetings. Suggestions
regarding improvements in this area are presented in Table VI

(ser Category Nine).
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Forms and Letters

in Conjunction with the Parent Interview

2163

o



. {. When someone first came and cxplained
the Follow Through Pregram, what did

you think about it”?

B. Was it a good idea?

2. A. How nany vears have vou been in the
program?

B. What do vou think about the program
now that vou have been in 1t for
(insert no. of vrs. in rrogran frem

2A)7 What arc tie good tnlings. wiat
Things are not so good?

Good Undecided Bad
S 3 1
/
»
¢




O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3.

ERIC

'3
be-

A.

-2-

what do you thinkethis
*trying to do?

progrmn was

to

B. Did it accomplish what it was tryving
do?

A. Do vou think porents should have a
voice in the Tunn:n~ of the Fellow
Thaough pregran?

o k (o)
B. Why or ®hy Net?

(Whichevor is appropriate)

A

Yes it
accomplished

No it didn't
accomplish

most of what it Undecided anything it
was trvins to do wa:;trvinc t.
[ 4 3 2 1
Success Failure
Yes Undecided No
S 4 3 2 1
&
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What kinds of things did you do with
your child that were helpful to him
in school before this program start.d?

Are vou doing different kinds of things
with your child now as opposed to be-
fore this progra:, started?

If tre arswer to (B) is yes, please
explain:

Do you spend more time with your child
now? P

Has your child's achievement (grades

on tests, etc.) in school wnproved this
year? (Kindergarten parents cannot
answer this question )

How much do vou think this is due to
our program? Please explain:

Yes - many

different lindecided No - no
things dif ferent
5 4 3 2 1
Yes Undecided No
5 3 4 2 1 ¢
Yes Undecided No - Not
a lot at all
S 4 3 2 1
A lot Undecided None
5 4 3 2 1
¢

“l ;‘? 14]; {:‘
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Yes Undecided No not
7. A. Has your chiud's behavivr improved a lot at all ]
this school year? S 4 3 2 1 ‘
B. tlow much do you think this is due to A lot Undecided Nene -
our progra~. Pleasc explain: ) 4 3 2 1
K\\ » =
8. A. Does vour child get along better with Yes Undecided No not
his teacher new as coigared to betore at all
he or she (vhichever 1s appropiiaty) 5 4 3 2 1
was in Follow Through?
B. If the answer to A 15 V€S, is this duc Yes Undecided \o not
to Follow Through? Please explain. at all
5 4 3 2 1
{
C. Does yonr child get along better with Yes Undecided No not
the other children now as CCnparse 9 at all
before he or she (whichever is aPpropiate) 5 4 3 2 1
was in Pollow Through?
]
p. If the Answer to C is yes, is this due Yes Undecided \o not
to Follow Ihrough? [please explain: at ell
5 4 3 2 1

EMC [EAF g ..',) '7

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ E. Does your child like school more now Yes Undecided No not
as compared to before he or she at all
(whichever is appropriate) was in ) 4 3 2 g

Follow Through ?
Yes Undecided No not
F. If the answer to [ is ves, is this ’ at all
duc to Follow Through? Plecase .
explain: 5 4 3 2 1
*
Yes Undecided No
9. A. Does your parent Educator live in your
neighborhood or living area?
5 4 ) 2 1
Yes Undecided No
B. Do you fecl that Jhe should live in definitely definitely
your.neighborhood or living arca? should should net
5 4 3 2 |
Yes Undecided No
10. \. Is your parent Educator of the same :
or similar econcni¢ background as vou?
5 4 3 2 1
. Yes Undecided No
B Do you feel that she should be of the definitely definitely
same or simjlar cconomic background as should should not
you? ’ 5 ) 3 2 1
A. Did your child's (or nchildren's” Yes Undecided No
- whichever 1is appropriate) teacher
visit with you 1n your homec as well S 4 3 2 o !

as your PE?

1f the answer to A is No, procced to
Question 12.
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B. If thc answer to A is yes, how often
did she come to visit you in yovur
home ?

C. If the answer'to A is ves, did she come
with the P.L. or by herself.

P. E.
Herself

Other:

D. If the answer to C is ot

E. If the answer to A is yes, what did your
teacher come to do?

¢
- Yes Undecided No
12. A. If the teacher were alone in the class- definitely definitely
room, do you think the teacher should Not
make regularly scheduled home visits 5 4 3 ]

doing things like your P.E. has dJone?




B. Please explain why:

C. If there arc no teacher aides, do vou
think there is a wayv the teacher could

visit you?

D. If the answer to C is Yyes, how?

E. If the answer to C is yes, how often
should these visits be made?

F. How do you think the school system should
handle this?

1170

Yes Undecided No
5 3 1
[ ]




Have you ever communicated with
(child's name) tcacher?

If the answer to A is ves, did you
have problems cownunicating with
(child's name) teacher?

..
.

If the answer to B is yes, please
explain:

13. A,
Bl
C.
14. A.
Bl

Do you have problems cormunicating
with the P. t.

If yes, please cxp}ain:

Yes Undecided g

5 3 2 1
Yes Undecided No

5 3 2 1
Yes Undecided No

L 3 2 1




16.

. Does the teacher and/or thc P. E.

have problems communicating with
you?

B. If yes, please explain:

‘A. Should the visits by the teacher and/or

the P. E. be made at your home, at the
school, or elsewhere?
Home
School
Elsevwhere:

B. Why?

Yes Undecided No

5 4 3 2 1

Hhy




17.

18.

19.
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How often were you visited in your
home by your P.E.?

Specific answer

Was this too much, too little, or just
right.

Do you feel comfortable having somcone

from the schocl come to your home on
a regular basis?

If the answer to A is no, whac. made
you uncomfortable?

i

1

\

\ )
Does your ¢hild like having the P.E.
and/or the 'teacher come here and visit
with you?

Are the tasks suited to yvour child?
{(i.c. to0 easy, too difficult)

m‘}

Once a  Once Once Once Less taan
. week or every 2 every 3 a once .
mere wechs  weeks  month momth
S 4 3 2 1
Toc Just Too
- Little Right Much
5 3 1
Yes-very Undecided No-very
comfortable Unconforteble
S 4 3 2 1
Yes Undecidad No
5 4 5 z 1
Too Just Too
easy Right difficult
5 4 3 2 1
.

* el

-y
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B. Does the P. L. attempt to make the tasks Yes Undecided No
‘ fit your child? o ‘
- $ 4 3 2 1
C. Did the P.E. ever ash you to rolc-play Yes Undccided No
back a tas\?
S 4 3 2 1
How did you feel about this? .
AN
thy : "
\
D. Are the tasks of value to your child? “ Yes Undecided No
5 4 3 2 1

o«

If no, how shculd the tasks be changed
in order to make them of more value to
your child?

Yes Undecided
very
E. Does your child like the tasks? Much
S 4 3
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If you have any other children,
have the other children in your family Yes Undecided No
been affected by the tasks in any way?
5 3 3 2 B )
Please explain how:
i
N\
How old arc these children? / X
", '
ll r
!
21, A part from the tasks, what do you and !
the P.E. talk about that you consider f
valuable? |
/
!
/
Undecided Yes very Some- Hardly No - Not
22. A. Did you make suggestions to your P. E.? often tires ever at all
[ 4 3 2 1
[ J

If your answer to A is yes, then answer B & C.

What kind of suggestions aid you make?

B.
®

~
o~
-~
(WoR |
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C. Do you know if your supgestions were Yes Undecided
followed up?
' 5 4 3 2 1 -
23. A. Are you learning more about your Yes Uncertain No
child from the P.E. and the teacher? -
5 4 3 2 1
B. - If the answer to A is yes, what are
you learning?
#
24. Have the home visits affected the way Yes Undecided No
in which you teach things to your child?
5 4 3 2

Please explain:

The reasons for having home visitors work

in the classroom are:
1. To give each child more

attention
To give the Parent Educator
information about the child

2.
when talking to the parents

178
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A. Arc these good reasons to you? Yes Undecided No

5 4 3 1

B. Should thc Parent Educator work ‘ Yes Undecided No
part-time in the classroom hlth

the tecacher? : 5 4 3 1

C. If the parent says no to cither
A or B ask them what they would
change to make the DTOZTAN more -
B‘Q‘“l“"f;'} 1o then.

—— . . e

Undecided Yes,  Yes, No
26. A. Did you ever go to the classroom? Often Somctimes Never
4 3 2 ]
Specific Answer:
7 7 ,
If the answer to (A) is Yes: Answer
B through D. G and i1,
If the answ to A is no, answer E .
through H.
B. What did you do when you went to the
class?
Yes- Undecided No-Not
C. Did you feel accepted by the teacher very much at
in the classroom? . accepted all
) 5 4 3 1

201
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D. Did you feel accepted by the P.LE.
in the classroom?
If the answer to A is no, Answer E,F,
G, H.
E. Why didn't vou visit the classroom?
1. Working-didn't have time.
2. Not invited
3. Young children at home
4. Transportation problem
5. Other:
1 4
F. Did you contributc anvthing to the
class even though you didn't visit
the classroom?
1f the answer to A is yes, Answer G & H.
G. Did you cver work with the children
in the program?
H. If the answer to G is yes, how often?

Specific answer:

As a result of the tcacher and parent
cducator visiting with vou and you
with them, docs the school have a
better understanding of your child
as a lecamer?

Yes- Undecided No-Not
very much Accepted
accepted B
5 4 3 2 \ 1
Yes Undecided No
5 4 3 2 1
Yes Undecided No
5 4 3 2 1
Undecided Often Some- Never
times
4 3 2 1
Yes Undecided No
5 4 3 2 1




28,

29.

30.
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Should the school and the home work
together in the education of your
child and other children?

Can you tell me why you feel! that
way? Please explain.

Has the program helped vou as a parent

better understand what the school expects

of your child in the academic areas
(reading, Mathematics, etc.)?

If yes, please exp:-in. If no, why
not?

Do you consider yourself as a partner .
with the school in termr; of your child's
learning?

Please elaborate.

Yes Uncertain
3 4 3 2
\

Yes Uncertain
S ’4 3 2

¥
!

Yes Undecided

5 4 3 2




Aruitoxt provided by Eic

Do you think
that parents

-17-

there arc other ways
should be included in

school aside freom PTA, working in
classrooms, and scrving as class
mothers?

what othe. +ave do you think parents
should be 1nclulded in schools?

'

Were you notified in advance about
Follow Through PAC necetings?

B. Did you attend *these Pac mcetings?

€. If the answer to B is yes, how many
neetinge did vou attend?

p. If the answer te R is ves, were the
meetings of value to you’

E. .n what ways did your PE encourage

you to attend thcse meetings?

“ERIC

Yes Undecided No
3 4 3 2 1
Yes Undecided No
5 4 3 2 1
Yes Yes No-Not
Undecided Often Sometimes At All

4 K) 2 1

4
Yes-of Undecided No-No
tremendous value
value at all
5 4 3 2 1*
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F. Did the parents have a voice in how Yes Undecided 0
the program operates at these PAC
meetings? 5 3 2 1
/
G. If the answer to F is yes, in what
ways did the parents have a “oice
in how the program opgrates.
)
H. Did you attend an& parent meetings other Yes Undecided No
than PAC meetings?
5 3 2 1
I. 1f the answer to H is ves, what other

parent meetings did you attend?

33.

If there is anything else on which you
wish to comment, please state.
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Rod Webb University of Florida is attempting to evaluate the Follow

'!'hr9ugh Program in your community. Since your child
EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 1s involved in this program, we are interested in getting

Williom F. Breivogel, Co-Director YOUT feeling about the program.

Don Bernord }

Thomes Fillmer You have been randomly selected as one of 30 parents from

Mae (Stevie) Hoffman a to;al group of 243 parents to be interviewed. One of
Simon Johnson our interviewers will be coming to your home during the
Athol B. Packer week of May 5 to May 12. This interview will be scheduled
Joe Sheo in place of your regularly scheduled home visit and will

take no longer than 30 minutes and, of course, will be
INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT confidential.
OF HUMAN RESOURCES
Alan Coller Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in this matter
Patricio P. Olmsted and we look forward to talking with you at that time.

Sincerely,

Loodon Breonecmec.

Gordon Greenwood, Senior Co-Director
University of Florida Follow Through
Program

16 a3

In cosperation with Richmond, Yirginie, Philedeiphie, Pennsylvenie, Jonasbere, Arkenses. Yehime. Washingron, Jocksenville, Flarigh, Lec du
Flembeou, Wisconsin, Tempa, Fioride, Winngsora Seuth Cereline, Chettansoge. Tennesses, Lewrencebu g, Indiens. Houston, Tesey ond the
Bleride Educetione! Resserch end Develepmem Council,
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Williom B, Ware, Co-Diractar

Ho"i?’l Bessent
Ira Ji Gordon
Barry J. Guinegh

R. Emile Jester g

John M. Mewe!l

#rt Newman

/Rod Webh Dear

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION The Institute for Development of Himan Resources at
Williom F. Ereivogel, Co-Director the University of Florida is attempting to evaluate
Don Bernard the Follow Through Program in your -community.

Thomus Filiner We have randemly selected some parents in your

Mae (Steviel Hofiman community to be interviewed regarding their evaluation
Simon Johrsen : of the program. Your nare has been chosen as cne of the
Aho!l B, Pucker families to be interviewed if we find it necessary to
Jou Shea expand our list. The interview will take place during

A\ v M r 4 1 < J
INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT the week of May 5 tc May 12. It will take no longer

OF HUMAN RESOURCES . regularly scheduled home visit, and, of course, it will

Alan Coller be confidential.

Patric.a P. Olmsted
Thank you very much for your time and ccoperation ia this
matter and we look forward to talking to you at that time.

Sincerely,

, Loudin & Lol

Gordon E. Greenwoud, Serior Co-Director
University of Florida Follow Through
Program

GEG/vp

In cooperetion with Richmond, Virgimie, Philadelphie, Pennsylivania, Jonesbore, Arkenses, Yehime Washingten, Jucksonviile, Flor-da, Lec du
Flembosy. Wincons . . Tampe, Flarida, Winashora, South Casaling, Chattanaoge, Tennesses. Luawrenceburg, Indiane. Houston, Teaas. ond the

Fleride Educatiane! Resworch and Deveiopment Council. \
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PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

April 17, 1974

Dear s

<
The Institute for Development of Human Resources
at the University of Florida is evaluating the Follow
Through Program in your community. We are sending
four girls to your community to interview a random
sample of parents during the week of May 5 - May 12.
Ne would appreciate it if you would travel with these
girls to the parent's homes during your regularly
scheduled home visit and allow each girl to administer
a questionnaire at that time.

Enclosed is a list of your parents that have been selected
to be interviewed. The interviewer will be either

or
and she will be contacting you during the week of May 5 -
May 12 to make further arrangements.

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this matter.
We look forward to seeing you in May.

Sincerely,

Roberta R. Streit

Assistant to William Breivogel,
Co-Director

University of Florida Follow
Through Progranm

RRS/vp

(A I

In coeporetion with Rnchmofd. Virginie, Philedeiphie, Pennsylvenie, Jeneshore, Arkenses, Yokime, Weshingrten, Jecksonviiie, Fleride, Lec dv
Flambeou, Wisconein, Tempa, Flaride, Winnsboro, South Ceroline, Chettencege, Tennessee. Lewenceburg, Indiene, Heueten, Texee, ond he

Cloride Ed scationel Reseerch and Dovelepment Cauncii.
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PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

April 17, 1974

Dear

The Institute for Development of Human Resources

at the University of Florida is evaluating the Follow
Through Program in your community. We are
sending two girls to your community to interview a
random sample of parents during the week of May 5 - May
12. We would appreciate it if you would travel with
these girls to the parent's homes during your regularly
scheduled home visit and allow each girl to administer
a questionnaire at that time.

Enclosed is a list of your parertc that have been selected

to be interviewed. The interviewer wiil be either
or

and she will be contacting you during the week of May 5 -
May 12 to make further arrangements.

We appreciate your help and cooperation in this matter. -
We look forward to seeing you in May.

Sincercly,

| 4 . .f)

(Pb—f‘{h f /1 St

Roberta R. Streit

Assistant to Gordon E. Greenwood,
Senior Co-Director

University of Florida Follow
Through Progan

RRS;/vp

v n
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In coeporetion with Richmend, Virginie, Philadeiphie, Pennsylven.e, Jonesbors, Athenses, Yetime, Weehingren, Jecksonvilie, Florde, Lec du
Plembesyu, Wisconsin, Tampe, Flondo, Winntboro, Sauth Caroline, Chetteneege, Tennessee, Leowrencebuwrg, Indicno, Moviton, Tese , end the
Flovide Educotione! Resesrch ond Devslopment Council '
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May 12, 1974

Dear Follow Through Parent:

As you know from an earlier contact, the Institute
for Development of Human Resources at the University
of Florida is evaluating the Follow Through Program
in your community. My name is '

EDUCATION

32611

and I have been chosen to interview
you and provide you with a chance to evaluate this
program. The questionnaire I will be using will be
kept completely confidential and your name will not
be used with the data collected.

The Institute for Development of Human Resources has
also provided an additional form for you to fill out
if you have any further comments to make about the

Follow Through Program after this interview takes place.
An envelope addressed to the Institute for Development

of Human Resources in Gainesville, Florida, is also
enclosed for your convenience.
will feel free to comment on this sheet.

The Institute for Development of Human Rescurces ap-
preciates your full cooperation in this matter.

Since.ely,

Representative for

Gordon E. Greenwood, Senior

Co-Director

University of Florida Follow

Through Program

GEG/vp
Enclosure

1. “
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I seopevation with Richmend, Virginie, Philedelshie, Pennsylvenie, Jenssbere, Arkenses, Yohime, Weshingron, jechsenville, Flende, Loc dv
Plenbesy, Wisesnsin. Tempe, Flerde Winnsbare, Seuth Coreiine, Chaneneoge, Tennetsee, Lowrencemwg, indione, Hevsten, Texer. ond the
Pleride Bduestione! Research ond Dav siepmant Council.

The Institute hopes yu
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Don Bernard

Thomas Filimer

Mae /Ste\'ue) Hoftman

Simdn P 4oz

Atho! B. Packer

Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT

PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH

Dear Follow Through Parent:

Please feel free to make any additional comments

you might have regarding the Follow Through Program
on this form. An envelope addressed to the Institute
for the Development of Human Resources is enclosed
€Ar vArir ~Anra i an
Florida.

R R R R R 3 T T ey o I e S I B R
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Thaik you once again for

OF HUMAN RESOURCES your cooperation.

Alan Coller

fatricia P. Oimsted Other comm: .ts I wish to make:

In cooparation with Richmord, Vijima Fhiladelphia Paennsylvanio, Jonesboro, Arkantas Yo ma Workingtun Jacksonviile Flada Loc

E MC Florida Fducationa! Wesaarch and Davelop neat (ouncil IS { “ ,—“

o . Flombeau, Wisconyin Tovnpa Florida, W naaooro South ( aroling, (hotteneoge  Vennesses, Lawmrcoburg, Ind ano, Houston, Tewss, and the
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CATRCORIZED QULSTIONS

1 Thought it vas
great, favoradls
reaction

2. Interesting

3 Esger to be s
part of it

4 It was going to
grov

$. At first, for
slov leamners,
or underprivileged
children

6. Noz informed
sbout it

7. DidnL understand

8. Thought it was
arful, unfaver-
able resction

9. hon-Applizable

10. Blank
TOTALS

. Undecidad

TOTALS

1. 1 year
2.1 1/2 years
5. 7 yeers
4. 3 yeers
$. 4 yesrs
6. § yesrs
7. 6 years
TOTALS

9. CDOD_THTNGS

1. Felpel Sikc-
lasticslly

2. Orild gets more
attention

3. Opportunitiss
for kids

4. Tasks good for

ds

4

$. Helps child in
genaral

6. Melps child and
pereats

7. Teachers ave
wonderful

0. P.E. i3 nelpful

9. Follow Through
Service

10. Setter reletion-
ship s1th home
od schoal

11. People working
togetter

12. Everything is good
Pecple working
together

13. Mon-Applicable
TOTALS

28, NOT 30 (OOD THINCS)
i, Yoo s elp
2. Mot mnough tise

for tasks

3. (hild needs sore
attentior (help
with senool) *

4. Didn't help the
sother

. Tsacher held
chils dack

)
6. Expartations too
’ M

. Could be wors
discipline

. Nothing Sad

]
9. Mon-Applicable

10, 8lank
TOTALS

NOTE ;

199

bue to rourding of figures in each category, totals in
may not add up to 100%.
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CATECORIZED QUESTINS
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N, mot at ali
Urdecided

1ee
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APPENDIX D

Tables of Means, Standard Deviations and Gains
for Individual Commuaities by Grade Level
for the IFME Results




Center: K Grade K
Qualified Children
(n=37)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X 161.65 48.19 37.97 59.78 43.97
Pretest
S 9.171 9.50 7.60 10.10 7.98
X |60.92 49.32 | 37.89 59.00 45.59
Postest
S 111.62 9.50 6.97 12.64 7.82
Gain -0.73 1.13 -0.08 -0.78 1.62
Non Qualified Children
(n=15)
Scaie
1 2 3 4 5
x | 62.80 50.47 | 39.47 60.33 44.40
Pretest
s | 8.95 7.57 4.97 8.66 8.87
X | 63.80 50.00 | 40.33 62.07 46.60
Postest
s | 7.62 7.92 5.74 7.78 6.60
Gain l 1.00. | -0.47 0.86 1.74 2.20
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer

4) Academic
}‘)n
5



Center: L Grade K

Qualified Children
(n=21) .
Scale
. 1 2 3 4 5
x | 53.52 46.71 37.04 52.19 41.23
Pretest
s | 10.67 8.92 6.74 11.64 7.01
X | 68.85 55.76 43.23 66.42 50.57
Postest
s 6.48 6.46 3.76 8.20 4.29
Gain 15.33 9.05 6.19 14.23 9.34
Non Qualified Children
(n=4)
Scale
1 2 3 a4 5
x | 58.00 44.25 35.00 52.75 42.50
Pretest
s 2.16 3.59 3.65 4.99 5.97
X | 65.25 50.50 40.00 63.25 46.75
Postest
s | 8.26 9.98 8.28 9.94 8.65
Gain 7.25 6.25 5.00 10.50 4.25
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
Q
ERIC 2) Peer patg 4) Academic
A Fuiext provid ic v ‘ '




Center: L Grade 1
' Qualified Children
(n=11)
Scale
1 2 3 4 S
X 162.54 |52.18 |40.00 58.90 49.09
Pretest
5 | 10.25 9.88 4.97 10.70 5.80
b3 68.36 55.18 42.54 66.72 52.36
Postest
5 4.20 4.04 3.90 6.81 2.83
Gain 5.82 3.00 2.54 7.82 3.27
Non Qualified Children
(n=3)
Scale
1 2 3 4 S
x | 65.33 53.33 41.33 61.66 17.66
Pretest
S 2.51 4.16 3.21 5.13 3.78
X 68.66 57.66 46.33 66.66 48.66
Postest
S 6.50 3.05 1.52 7.63 6.50
Gain 3.33. 4.33 5.00 5.00 1.00
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
Q )
IERJf: 2) Peer “?‘3; 1 4) Academic




Center: L Grade 2
Quaiified Children
(n=9) @
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X |66.33 |53.11 |41.77 62.33 48.66
Pretest
s 6.08 6.60 4.08 6.83 6.28
X | 67.88 55.00 42.22 65.88 50.11
Pastest
s | 6.15 4.76 3.41 4.04 4.19
Gain 1.55 1.99 0.45 3.55 1.45
Non Qualified Children
(n=1)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X | 68.0 57.0 44.0 69.0 48.0
fretest
S 0 0 0 0 0
X |69.0 55.0 45.0 72.0 49.0
Postest
s 0 0 0 0 0
Gain 1.0 -2.0 1.0 3.0 1.0
|
1) General Adequacy 3) Te.cher-School 5) Physical

IERJ!:‘ 2} Peer

4) Academic

s




Center: L Grade 3

. Qualified Children
(n=25)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5

x |67.92 54.64 42.08 65.12 50.56
Pretest

s 7.22 6.77 5.51 9.41 5.13

X | 68.04 55.40 42.16 66.56 50.88
Postest

s | 6.76 4.52 4.06 7.89 4.89
Gain 0.12 0.76 0.08 1.44 0.32

Non Qualified Children

(n=4)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
x |66.25 |50.75 |38.25 65.00 51.25
Pretest
S 7.27 8.53 8§.18 8.48 3.50
x | 65.25 54.50 41.25 62.50 49.75
Postest
S 3.09 1.91 3.59 6.60 2.50
Gain -1.00. | 3.75 3.00 -2.50 -1.50
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

ERIC 2) Peer REEN 4) Academic




Qualified Chiidren

(n=18)
Scale
1 2 3 4 S
x | 59.38 |49.00 |37.72 55.55 45.05
Pretest
S 9.72 7.51 5.70 10.83 6.81
N\
X 58.83 48.72 37.50 58.05 44,88
Postest -
S 10.26 3.77 8.31 12.14 9.24
Gain -0.55 -0.28 -0.22 2.50 -0.17
Non Qualified Children
(n=9)
Scale
) 1 2 3 4 5
X |60.11 |49.11 |39.55 56. 00 46.44
Pretest
S 7.23 9.08 6.93 7.79 7.60
x 62.33 52.11 38.66 59.22 47 .44
Postest
S 4.55 3.78 2.29 4.71 4.53
. {
Gain 2.22. 3.00 -0.89 3.22 1.00
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

ERIC 2) Peer

b«

$ m——

4) Academic




Center: N Grade K

Qualified Childr:
‘ (n=32)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
x 65.56 53.90 41.50 65.00 47.71
Pretest
s 13.66 11.31 7.90 14.05 10.19
X 68.21 55.46 42.81 65.21 49.93
Postest
S 5.93 6.63 4.36 8.47 5.92
Gain 2.65 1.56 1.31 0.21 2.22
i
Non Qualified Children
(n=24)
Scale
1 2 3 4 )
x | 66.66 55.87 41.54 67.20 49.83
Pretest
s 110.12 7.64 6.71 8.88 8.24
x |67.70 56.20 43.70 65.87 50.50
Postest
S 5.82 5.18 3.35 7.26 4.98
Gain 1.04 . 0.33 2.16 -1.33 0.67
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
Q .
: 2 Peer 4 Academic
ERIC ‘ ’

.
\
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Center: N Grade
Qualified Children
{n=31)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
62.06 50.87 41.35 60.09 45.29
Pretest —
11.39 10.52 5.63 11.66 9.20
63.35 52.54 39.96 59.54 46.12
Postest
8.26 6.73 5.80 10.24 6.65
Gain 1.29 1.67 -1.39 -0.55 0.83
Non Qualified Children
(n=22)
Scale
1 2 3 4 S
61.72 51.36 41.81 58.68 46.59
Pretest
9.617 7.85 4.92 11.57 7.50
64.54 53.13 40.81 60.54 47.31
Postest
7.12 5.51 4.62 9.99 5.48
Gain 2.82 1.77 -1.00C 1.86 0.72
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School Physical

[ERJ!:‘ 2) Peer

4) Academic




¥ B

Center: - Grade 2

Qualified Children
. (n=28)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X |65.03 |s54.82 |41.78 62.82 50.89
Pretest
s 8.53 5.74 4.53 8.46 4.58
N
X | 65.67 54,21 41.42 61.89 48.78
Postest 4
] 6.88 6.05 3.93 8.04 4.77
Gain 0.64 -0.61 -0.36 -0.93 -2.11
Non Qualified Children
(n=33)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
x | 66.51 54.87 42.96 64.90 49.54
Pretest
s 5.84 4.70 3.45 7.05 1.85
x | 65.90 53.96 41.36 63.18 48.39
Postest
s 4.64 5.64 1.25 £.53 1.19
Gain -0.61 | -0.91 -1.60 -1.72 -1.15
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
Q .
: 2 Peer 4 Academic
ERIC ) L e




Center: ™ Cran
Qualified Children
(n=27)
Scale
|
i 2 3 4 5
x | 64.48 53.11 40.70 61.88 16,70
Pretest
s 7.33 5.97 6.13 8.36 5.80
X l6d4.14 52.40 39.74 62.29 47.03
Postest
s 6.84 6.10 5.90 6.93 5.65
Gain -0.34 .| -0.71 -0.96 0.41 0.33
Non Qualified Children
(n=31)
Scale
]
1 2 3 4 5
X |65.16 |354.48 |40.93 62.54 48. 35
Pretest
s | 5.88 5.15 4.67 6.72 5.18
x|62.90 |52.93 |39.58 61.35 47,32
Postest
s | 7.38 5.67 5.39 7.41 5.16
Gain 2.26. |-1.55 |-1.35 -1.19 -1.03
1) General Adequacy 3} Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer S 4) Acadenmic

PR |




Center: O (Grade
Qualified Children
(n=156)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
62.11 51.55 39,26 60.54 45.82
Pretest
11.06 9.22 6.79 10.18 7.81
63.17 52.41 39.60 60.00 46.93
Postest
10.47 8.75 6.50 10.55 7.42
Gain 1.06 0.86 0.34 0.06 1.11
Non Qualified Children
(n=44)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
61.00 49 .84 38.72 58.09 44 .59
Pretest
9.38 8.62 €..3 ) 9.59 8.06
63.56 52.20 40.27 60.95 46.90
Postest :
8.58 7.41 5.97 9.39 6.51
Gain 2.56. | 2.36 1.55 2.85 2.31
1} General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer

S0 4) Academic
(%4 4 3 .

K



Center: 0 Grade 1

Qualified Children :
{n=185) ‘

Scale

Pretest

Postest

l -0.

Non Qualified Children
{(n=34)

Scale

Pretest

Postest

1® General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic

Ty
[y ‘




Center: O Grade 2

. Qualified Children
(n=183)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5

X | 65.53 53.68 41.98 64.63 49.00

Pretest
s 7.75 7.07 5.49 8.56 5.51
) \

® -

X | 63.30 51.66 40. 85 61.61 48.42

Postest
s 8.21 7.52 5.07 8.89 5.41
Gain -2.23 -2.02 -1.13 -3.02 -0.58

Non Qualified Children

(n=60);
Scale
1 2 3 4 5

x | 65.41 53.56 41.90 63.80 48.60
Pretest

s | 8.44 6.26 5.18 8.83 5.01

x | 64.85 52.70 41.38 62.60 48.88
Postest

s | 7.51 5.77 4.75 8.49 3.93
Gain -0.56- | -0.86 -0.52 -1.20 0.28
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physicas

4
i/

2) Peer SRR 4) Acadenmic



Center: O Grade 3

Qualified Children o
(n=175)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X 163.66 |52.42 |40.62 62.24 48.53
Pretest
s | 7.42 5.62 4.92 7.76. 4.86
[ ] -
X | 61.09 50.34 38.90 60.06 46.45
Postest
s | 10.42 8.37 6.87 10.30 8.17
Gain -2.57 -2.08 -1.72 -2.18 -2.08
Non Qualified Children
(n=40)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
x| 65.05 |53.15 |42.05 62.90 49.15
Pretest
s | 6.76 5.13 3.52 7.26 4.00
x | 63.75 52.00 41.15 61.80 47.52
Postest
s | 7.71 6.08 4.37 8.41 5.32
Gain -1.30° |-1.15 -0.90 -1.10 -1.63
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

LY

2) Peer o 4) Academic




Center: P Grade 1

‘ Qualified Children
(n=18)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5

x| 64.22 | 55.22 | 42.72 59.72 49.50
Pretest

s 7.03 4.85 3.48 8.42 5.32

* x| 65.50 | 53.94 | 42.72 61.89 47.78
Postest

s 7.85 5.98 3.75 10.60 5.80

Gain 1.28 | -1.28 0.0 2.17 -1.72

Non Qualified Children

(n=16)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5

X 1 65.00 57.38 41.75 61.00 50.56
Pretest

s 7.54 6.65 6.89 6.96 5.67

X | 63.00 51.94 39.69 60.13 47.25
Postest

S 7.35 5.89 5.06 8.91 4.96
Gain 22,00 |-5.44 }-2.06 -0.87 -3.31
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

IERJ!:‘ 2) Peer B 3 4) Academic

4




Center: P Grade 2

Qualified Children .
(n=27)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
x| 63.41 52.33 40.56 60.70 47.44
Pretesc
s 7.19 5.92 3.68 7.67 5.14
i x| 63.52 51.93 | 40.81 59.96 47.59
Postest
s 8.15 7.07 4.33 9.65 5.88
Gain 0.11 -0.40 0.25 -0.74 0.15
1
Non Qualified Children
{(n=16)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X | 65.44 53.94 42.00 62.31 49.13
Pretest
s 5.54 4.73 3.23 7.25 4,38
X1 63.25 | 53.25 |40.00 58.50 47.38
Postest
s 5.56 4.30 4.50 7.92 4,83
Gain | -2.19° | -0.69 | -2.00 -3.8] -1.75
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Thysical

2) Peer NI 4) Academic

~d



Center: p Grade 3
. Qualified Children
(n=26)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X 1 63.04 52.00 40.58 59.23 16.62
Pretest
S 6.86 5.31 6.11 7.93 4.25
L ] -
X | 60.50 50.92 37.50 57.92 45.77
Postest
S 8.32 4.96 5.63 8.29 5.15
Gain -2.54 -1.08 -3.08 -1.31 -0.85
Non Qualified Children
(n=22)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 63.09 52.73 39.86 60.77 46.95
Pretest
s 8.12 6.13 5.96 8.04 5.83
X | 60.14 |49.95 |37.32 58.41 44.32
Postest
s 7.84 6.34 5.26 7.24 5.05
Gain 22,95 | -2.78 | -2.54 -2.36 -2.63
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

Q .
« .
}“RJ}Z 2) Peer :.,‘:, - ) Academic




Center: Q Grade K

Qualified Children .
(n=31)
Scale
]
1 2 3 4 S
x 62.22 53.35 39.58 59.06 46.00
Pre.es.
S 9.07 6.98 5.80 10.62 7.60
1 4 -
X | 59.09 49.48 36.16 58.00 44.90
Postest
S }10.59 8.28 7.52 10.48 8.48
Gain -3.13 -3.87 -3.42 -1.06 -1.10
Non Qualified Children
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X
Pretest
s
x
Postest
s
Gain
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer SRR 4) Academic




Center: R Grade K
. Qualified Children
(n=45)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 s7.47 ' 48.91 | 37.40 54.58 43.22
Pretest L
S 1 12.44 9.56 7.53 12.85 8.57
. %
57.31 46.76 36.51 55.62 43.02
Postest
S 1 12.95 | 10.25 7.70 11.72 8.52
Gain 20.16 | -2.15 | -0.89 1.04 -0.20
Non Qualified Children
(n=19)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 56.63 44.37 35.63 52.16 42.68
Pretest
S| 14.37 11.82 7.44 13.65 11.17
X | 56.68 47.26 37.74 55.42 14.63
Postest
S 1 11.89 10.89 8.47 13.49 7.93
Gain 0.05 2.89 2.11 3.26 1.95
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer

4)

Academic




Center: R Grade 1
Qualified Children ®
(n=11)
Scale
1 2 3 a4 5
X1 s6.55 | 47.73 | 37.09 56.64 40.55
Pretest
S 1 12.25 9.68 6.16 10,29 10.08
* X
67.27 55.73 43.00 64.73 49.09
Postest
S 5.61 4.17 3.29 4.50 4.32
Gain 10.72 8.00 5.91 8.09 8.54
Non Qualified Children
(n=14)
Scale
1 2 3 a4 5
X1 64.36 52.00 41.50 60.07 46.21
Pretest
S 1 10.81 6.93 6.26 12.52 6.65
X | 65.57 53.36 40. 86 59.57 18.71
Postest
s 6.56 4.33 5.05 8.28 4.56
Gain 1.27 1.36 | -0.64 -0.50 2,50
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer SET LN 4) Acadenmic




Center: R Grade 2

o Qualified Children
{(n=24)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5 B
X
65.04 51.00 41.71 63.04 49,29
Pretest
s 7.89 6.33 1.29 7.42 5.13
d X
63.38 51.54 35.04 62.71 48.38
Postest
s 5.98 5.73 6.36 6.88 3.77
Gain 21,66 | -2.46 | -2.67 | -0.33 -0.91
Non Qualified Children
(n=12)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 61.75 51.17 40.25 60.92 44.67
Pretest
S 8.70 5.25 4.54 9.86 6.93
X1 63.50 51.92 38,33 61.33 19.67
Postest
S 3.18 2.78 5.60 4.48 2.27
Gain 1.7x 0.5 | oyl 0.41 5.00
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5} Physical

2) Peer S 4) Academic




Center: R Grade 3

Qualified Children

(n=36)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X | 62.94 51.83 40.67 60.47 48,19
Pretest
s 6.93 5.81 4.65 7.59 5.67
) N
i X | 63.08 50.86 39.17 61.28 47.50
Postest
s 5.67 5.61 5.44 5.69 4.84
Gain 0.14 -0.97 -1.50 0.81 -0.69
Non Qualified Children
(n=18)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 62.28 52.11 40.33 59.83 47.67
Pretest
S 7.37 5.72 3.63 8.05 4.79
X1 64.22 52.00 39.83 61.94 47.72
Postest
S 7.03 6.78 6.15 7.18 5.39
Gain 1.94 | -0.11 | -0.590 2011 0.05
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5} Phvsical
2) Peer ey 4) Academic

4:!:’




Center: s Grade 1
Qualified Children
(n=177)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 57.81 47.18 37.56 56.05 42.87
Pretest
S ] 12.206 10. 35 8.01 12.69 8.90
X | 61.31 |49.31 | 39.69 59,17 45.23
Postest
S | 10.62 8.89 6.74 11.30 8.42
Gain 3.50 2.13 2.13 3.12 2.36
Non Qualified Children
(n=47)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X | 63.59 52.00 10.63 61.17 46.63
Pretest
$ | 10.93 9.55 6.60 11.61 8.32
X | 64.25 53.48 41.89 63.59 48.74
Postest
S| 8.93 7.63 4.35 9.92 6.08
Gain 0.66 - 1.18 1.26 2.42 2.11
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-Schmol 5) Physical

2) Peer

4) Academic

-
far s ]

- - __— &




Center: S Lrade 2
Qualified Children
(n=161)
Scale
i
1 2 3 4 5
X | 64,32 52,24 41.04 63.06 48.12
Pretest
5 9.83 8.04 6.14 10.61 6.98
» X | 64.63 | 52.41 | 41.80 63.65- | 47.99
Postest
s 8.18 7.19 4.51 9.19 6.06
Gain 0.31 0.17 0.76 0.59 -0.13
Non Qualified Children
(n=45)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 66.22 | 535.04 | 42.06 65.66 47.86
Pretest
5 7.23 7.84 4.77 8.04 7.75
X | 66.86 55.15 42.15 65.08 50.33
Postest
51 6.75 5.23 5.24 7.83 1.19
Gain 0.64- 2.11 0.00 -0.58 2.47
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical

2) Peer 4) Academic




Grade 3
Qualified Children
(n=140)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X 64.69 | 53.20 | 41.77 64.06 48,32
Pretest
s 6.92 5.90 4.79 7.17 4.94
. X . - -
64.02 | 52.72 | 41.06 63.17 48,67
Postest
S 7.51 5.99 4.90 7.51 4.86
Gain -0.67 | -0.48 | -0.71 -0.89 0.35
4
Non Qualified Children
(n=75)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 63.32 | 53.20 | 41.93 64.09 48.02
Frev .t
1 7.17 5.58 4.04 7.40 5.87
X1 65.04 53.64 41,77 63.32 48.64
Postest ~
S1 6.83 5.48 4.07 7.16 4.98
Gain -
1.72 0.44 -0.16 -0.7 0.62
1) CGeieral Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
2) Peer 4) Acadenmic
0
PR




Center: T Grade 1

Qualified Children

(n=17)
®

Scale
1
1 2 3 4 5
x 59,82 16.53 38.00 56.00 313.47
Pretest _
s 10.38 9.70 10.48 7.95
4 X | 64.47 S51.11 39.41 60.76 17.06:
Postest
S 8.91 9.00 8.85 8.64 7.58
. i
Gain .9.65 3.53 1.41 4.76 3.59
Non Qualified Children
(n=17)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X | 64.53 | 55.41 11.82 62.82 48.76
Pretest
S| 8.47 5.20 4,11 9.24 1.23
X1 66.23 | 55.76 12.21 61.65 0,
Postest
S 7.14 5.04 1.76 6.7 1.10
Gain 1.70 0.35 .42 1.43 1,04
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
2) Peer 4) Academic




Center: T Grade 2

Qualified Children

(n=36)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X
65.17 52.28 40.58 62.92 48.28
Pretest
S
5.02 5.39 4.22 6.30 4.19
. X
65.42 53.58 41.22 64.19° 49.47
Postest
s
6.04 5.29 4.03 6.58 3.38%
Gain
0.25 1.30 0.64 1.27 1.19
Non Qualified Children
(n=26)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X1 65.69 | 53.65 | 40.07 63. 84 49.04
Pretest
s 7.39 6.25 6.06 8.14 5.76
. X1 68.23 55.77 41.88 66 .08 50,04
Postest
s 5.89 5,36 3.97 5.90 1.51
Gain 2,54 2.1z 1.81 2.24 1.00
‘ 1} General Adequacy 3} Teacher-School 5} Physical
2} Peer 4) Academic

AR




Qualified Children

Center: T Grade 3

| (n=20) .
Scale '
1 3 4 5
X
59.05 50.25 38.25 56.80 45.30
Pretest
S
6.98 5.0° 4.51 7.44 4.09 <
. x .
64.40 | 52.70 10,45 61.50 48.85
Postest
S
6.79 5.73 3.73 8.19 3.94
Gain
5.35 2.45 2.20 4.70 3.55
Non Qualified Children
(n=22)
Scale
1 2 3 4 5
X 165.18 |c52.64 39.91 62.54 47.68
Pretest
51 s5.92 5.37 4.59 5.70 4.06
X1e6s.13 52,77 39.95 63.04 49.00
Postest
1 7.12 5.253 5.66 6.52 2.88
Gain
-0.05- { 0.13 0.04 0.50 1.32
1) General Adequacy 3) Teacher-School 5) Physical
2) Peer 4 Acadenmic




APPENDIX E



1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning 1ask by Classroom

. DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
CLASS TITAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM
1 502 30 16.73 27
2 325 26 12.50 27
3 181 34 5.32 25
4 659 43 15.33 32
5 557 32 17.41 25
6 378 29 13.03 27
7 226 21 10.76 28
8 602 41 14.68 26
9 594 45 13.20 24
10 538 34 15.82 28
11 340 29 11.72 27
12 493 37 13.32 31
13 755 32 23.59 31
14 439 30 14.63 31
15 502 30 16.73 30
16 631 30 21.03 30
17 226 23 9.83 28
18 203 20 10.15 29
19 376 30 12.53 30
20 274 24 11.42 30
21 520 30 17.33 29
22 169 17 9.94 28
23 563 36 15.64 26
24 426 28 15.21 25
25 278 26 10.69 24
26 550 33 16.67 28
27 678 33 20.55 28
28 629 33 19.06 32
29 534 37 14.43 26
30 462 37 12.49 24
31 398 28 14.21 26




Center K
1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM

1 708 78 9.08 34
2 463 94 4.93 30
3 601 95 6.33 . 45
4 645 84 7.68 36
5 557 59 9.44 31
6 656 131 5.01 35
7 692 86 8.05 37
8 755 75 10.07 32
9 786 73 10.77 33
10 367 107 3.43 13
11 678 106 6.40 37
12 622 60 10.37 37
13 611 78 7.83 34
14 586 52 11.27 28
15 680 119 5.71 36
16 832 130 6.40 31
17 735 81 9.07 30
, 18 590 94 6.28 33
& 19 776 96 8.08 35
20 923 72 12.82 40
21 753 80 9.41 38
22 875 57 15.35 35
23 608 90 6.76 34
24 665 70 9.50 36
25 91 44 2.07 06
26 95 31 3.06 09
27 142 51 2.78 07
28 684 76 9.00 29
29 633 68 9.31 36
30 470 82 5.73 39
31 561 82 6.84 32
32 503 97 5.19 31
33 560 111 5.05 33
34 565 90 6.28 32
35 612 68 9.00 35
36 839 81 10.36 32
37 548 58 9.45 26




Center M
1973-74 Average Use or a Home
Learning Task by Classroom
DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHTLDREN
CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERINT TASKS IN CLASSROOM
1 799 &9 8.98 31
2 860 70 12.29 31
3 870 51 17.06 30
4 570 67 8.51 28
) 719 55 13.07 29
6 674 49 13.76 29
7 587 54 10.87 28
8 568 49 11.59 24
9 566 31 18.26 25
10 508 38 13.37 24
11 574 40 14.35 24
12 378 32 11.81 24
13 602 37 16.27 30
14 680 39 17.44 29
15 901 46 19.59 29
16 482 52 9.27 28
17 460 35 13.14 29
18 841 55 15.29 29
19 493 45 10.96 28
20 708 48 14.75 31
21 559 30 18.63 28
22 605 14 13.75 28




Center N
1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom
DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM
1 299 47 6.36 25
2 261 47 5.55 30
3 416 39 10.67 25
4 434 45 9.64 31
5 385 40 9.63 29
6 351 44 7.98 27
7 449 28 16.04 28
8 290 37 7.84 28
9 340 31 10.97 22
11 269 24 11.21 23
12 247 39 6.33

l
I
\




Center O

1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM

CLASS TOTAL TASKS

1 596 72 8.28 ’ 28 \
2 945 93 10.16 35
3 828 56 14.79 36
4 694 48 14.46 30
5 617 49 12.59 30
6 633 41 15.44 40
7 693 83 8.35 30
8 727 35 20.77 35
9 71¢ 48 14.92 29
10 793 38 20.87 37
11 492 30 16.40 32
12 839 39 21.51 30
13 512 28 18.29 24
14 681 40 17.02 27
15 692 58 11.93 35
16 757 80 9.46 32
17 524 85 6.16 26
18 632 59 10.71 25
19 607 73 8.32 24
20 569 89 6.39 23
21 405 50 8.10 25
22 360 56 6.43 25
23 315 34 9.26 30
24 554 68 8.15 29
25 759 73 10.40 32
26 498 47 10.60 34
27 433 62 6.98 24
28 670 61 10.98 27
25 426 61 6.98 25
30 435 69 6.30 25
31 458 64 7.16 30
32 557 102 5.46 d
33 626 50 12.52 33
34 511 46 11.11 32
35 72 49 14.86 33
36 776 48 16.17 33
37 585 61 9.59 2,
. 38 625 88 7.10 33
464 54 8.59 34




Center P
1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom
DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM
1 405 57 7.11 26
2 611 73 8.37 26
3 558 98 5.69 23
4 389 73 5.33 21
5 378 82 4.61 20
6 513 99 5.18 18
7 460 80 5.75 25
8 516 126 4.10 26
9 554 48 11.54 28
10 288 59 4.88 26
11 464 62 7.48 22
12 378 65 5.82 25
13 168 43 10.88 27
14 673 118 5.70 34
15 662 95 6.97 35
16 600 93 6.45 36
17 458 97 5.13 27
18 393 59 6.66 31
19 379 46 8.24 30




Center Q
1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroonm
DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN

CLASS TOTAL TASKS TAUKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM

1 433 56 7.73 24

2 560 53 10.57 25

3 647 32 20.22 25

4 483 46 10.50 24

5 634 27 23.48 37

6 606 60 10.10 23

7 665 48 13.85 26

8 578 46 12.57 23

9 476 35 13.60 34
10 588 38 15.47 36
11 627 41 15.29 51
12 599 43 13.93 31
13 468 27 17.33 34
14 230 23 10.00 14
15 329 16 7.15 28
16 295 35 8.43 28
17 114 28 4.07 44
18 201 35 5.74 46
19 22 19 12.00 44
20 78 30 2.60 14




Center R
1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM

1 858 55 15.60 30
2 719 58 12.40 41
3 697 63 11.06 38
4 451 29 15.55 29 |
5 201 40 5.02 24
6 766 48 15.96 33
7 486 33 14.73 29
8 738 42 17.57 29
9 402 41 9.80 32
10 350 41 8.54 31
11 375 50 7.50 29
12 414 43 9.63 31
13 467 58 8.05 30
14 375 29 12.93 23
15 860 49 17.55 31
16 423 35 12.09 29
17 607 29 20.93 33
18 182 26 7.00 29
19 487 38 12.82 27
20 154 30 5.13 30
21 659 46 14.33 30
22 656 47 13.96 27
23 256 92 2.78 25
24 510 48 10.63 33
25 256 40 6.40 32
26 604 62 9.74 40
27 655 35 18.71 26
28 342 39 8.77 28
29 825 59 13.98 27
30 695 56 12.41 25
31 279 42 6.64 29
32 536 50 10.72 29
33 702 48 14.63 30
34 328 29 11.31 31
35 587 54 10.87 26
36 400 36 11.11 31
37 57 87 6.63 24
38 346 56 6.92 25




1973-74 Average Use of a Home
Learning Task by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
TOTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM
1 539 97 5.56 28
2 661 118 5.60 31
3 533 131 4.07 34
1 590 108 5.46 33
5 552 88 6.27 33
6 853 82 10.40 32
7 843 7 11.24 32
8 773 131 5.90 32
9 802 118 6.80 32
10 748 91 8.22 30
11 823 85 9.68 73
12 618 95 6.51 30
13 621 85 7.31 31
14 611 84 7.27 38
15 675 158 4.27 38
16 632 138 4.58 37
17 562 117 4.80 40
18 554 93 5.96 33
19 633 67 9.45 33
2 564 111 5.08 31
21 529 124 4.27 33
22 743 62 0.77 37
23 642 107 6.00 42
2 605 86 7.03 34
25 656 131 5.01 37
26 605 138 4.38 33
27 69 49 1.41 08




Centor g
1973-" . ° rvagea Use of a Home
Learni.., .sk by Classroom

DIFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILDREN
CLARS 16GTAL TASKS TASKS DIFFERENT TASKS IN CLASSROOM

! 27 57 4.81 25
N 146 65 6.8¢ 20
3 328 64 5.13 18

1 291 70 5.59 19 O
5 161 b 7.68 29
t 565 45 12.56 30
516 73 7.07 33
S 646 98 6.59 37
3 731 44 16.61 35
10 689 47 14.66 39
il 247 39 6.33 32
i 520 51 10.20 35
13 144 54 8.22 33
i 519 66 7.86 35
15 398 46 8.65 33
16 616 14 14.00 36
T 439 43 10.21 25
. 283 33 8.58 25
P 355 37 9.59 27
o 479 55 3.71 35
3! 448 56 8.00 32
ol 537 44 12.20 39
h 088 40 17.20 33
! 501 49 10.22 26
o 23 66 9.44 34
It 626 61 10.26 35
o 571 38 15.03 35
S 557 58 9.60 37
. 816 39 21.69 34
H 577 52 11.10 40
- 48" 52 9.37 39
: 843 48 *17.58 39
621 66 10.36 38
2T 39 13.51 39
360 61 9,21 36

130 39 11.28 25




Center U
1975-74 Average Use of 4 Home
Learning Task by Classroom
DTFFERENT TOTAL TASKS/ NUMBER OF CHILUREN
CLASS TOTAL TASKS TASKS OIFFERENT TASKS [N CLASSROOM
1 630 56 11.25 i1
2 360 64 5.63 30
3 481 63 7.63 24
4 449 46 9.76 25
5 270 39 6.92 17
6 324 10 8.10 i9
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THESE INSTRUCTICHNS ARL 10 FL rEAD TO THE PARLNT AT THE BEGINNING OF

THE SL.-Tos -- AFTER TiE VIDEOTAPE MACHIND HAS BLEN TURNLD ON

PECE Instructicns

Parent-Chiid Session

As part ¢f a rational educational project we are looking at how
parerts tea.io o1 work with the.r children. Your communit, has been
selected to participate 1n this project. \

We have selected a book ard are asking diffcrent parents to read
this book with tneyr child. There 15 no right way or wrong way to read
this book with vour child, su :cad it with him any way you please.

We are only interested 1n seeing how you do read with him.

Here 1- a sheet giving suggestions you might use while reading
with your child. You Jo not have to use these suggestions if you do
not want to. You may also do things not listed on the sheet if ycu
wish to. You should read the book with your child any way you want to.

Do you have any questions”

, -
T




Why?

What?

How?

Whistle for Willie

This activity will help your child develop his skills of
listening, speaking, and observing.

A story book.

1. Read the book with your child stopping often to point
at and talk about different things in the pictures.
Get your child to tell you as many things as he can
about the pictures.

2. Talk with your child about things in the book that he
is familiar with, has done himself, also likes, etc.
Encourage him to talk about things or parts in the
book that remind him about something he has, has done,
or would like to do.

3. After you have read the buok, ask your child to tell
you about it.
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Group A

« - FONE N - 2
surortatesaonto ) Scoh
<

APPENDIX G
AGEND A

The Floryd: Parent Bducatio Pro,ran
Suwuer horhshop
Flagier Inn
Gaineoville, Hloridy 22011

July 16¢-18, 1973

o SELA s
Group B - Project Covrldirvatsr, POC Charr—an, Evaluition Gpocialist
Honday - July 19
8:30 - 9:00 Pogistration
9:00 - 10:00 - welcone, Orientation to korkchop Ira J. Gorden

10:00

1
ot
(@]
(O3]
(=]

10:30 - 12:00

12:00 - 1:30

1:30 - 4:30

8:30 a.m.-5:30 pn.n.

Tuesday, July

- Coffee Break

- Group A - haturc und purpo.e of
~ Florida Model -- cost
analysis of a howe visit
progran.

PAC 1ssues

- Lunch

- "Research” evidence or the effective-
ness of the [l
tions by resource people on commaunity
impact.

The Board Reen will be available
conferences.

iy

17
i

9:00 - 10-02
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Tuesday, Taly 17 (oo d))
10:30 - 11:30 - Corcuuity-by-co wunity plarnin: G.E. Grecnwood
y-u) b
sessions concerned with coentinuing W.B. Ware
. or expanling t.e proJran Liaisen Officers
R

11:30 - 12.00 - Dr. Gordon's fure.ell -peech to Ira J. Gordon
superintendents and school hboard
members vho will leave in the
afternoon

12:00 - 1:30 - Lunch

1:30 - 2:30 - Discussion ot Letters of Agrecrent Vi.B. Ware

and new evaluation foms. W.F. Breivogel

G.E. Greenuwood
Patricia Olmsted
2:30 - 3:30 - Liaison Officers

Meetings with liaison officers
and general consultants

8:30 a.m.-3:30 p.n. - The Board Rooum will bz equipped for the
showing of slides and movies brought from
the comnunities.

Wednesday, July 18
9:00 - 10:00 - Evaluation - Pesdback on new FLuD Patricia Olmsted
format - maximizing deta fcedbhack W.B. iave
b
for public relations purposcs. W.F. Breivogel
G.E. Greenwood
Steve Sledjeski
10:00 - 10:30 - Coffeec Broalk
10:30 - 11:30 - PAC pluns for next year. James Braccy
Hattie Bessent
11:530 - 12,00 - Clu ng resart -, Ira J. Gordon

The Board Poor w111 he avarlanle for

c T f .

O
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group rectines
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1st Fl (1
Gold l\e'
1st Floor (2
Convention B
2nd Floor (3
Convention C
2nd Floor (2
Convention D
2nd Floor (1

Cenvention C
2nd Floor

Convention C
2nd Floor

Same as the
10:30 a.m.
July 17
meetings

2nd Floor

- Convention C
2nd Floor

Convention
2nd Floor

Convention C
2nd Flonr

2nd Floor
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Sumner workshop

Chattanuo e, Tennes o July 16, 17, 18, 1973

L4

66 Total
19 left Tuesday noon

Jack Connor - lederal Pro-ores
Kancy Garrctt - ©'C Chair-uan

Gene Horton - iirector

funice Rook. - Fro~rin \s,i:tant
John Schaeror - Tvaluator
Houston, Toxas

Billic Bessett - Paycholowist
Dr. Jerry Broan - P.oycholozist

Dean Damon - Assistuat Superintend: ot (non-public)

Doris flclley - PAC Chairman
Frank Janes - Lvaluator
Joe Liggins - Assi

G.T. Oser - Trustee

Joe Washington - Vice PAC Chairman
Jerlean Webster - Director

Jacksonville, Florids

Kate Graves - Psycholo-ict
Mary Hampton - Parcnt

Julié Lamberrs - Lvaluator
Josie Messer - Director

Bob Cronin - federal Froorams
John Wagner - Progran Planniug

Joneshoro, Arlansas

R.L. Bradbury - Assistant Superintendent
“na Coleman - Vice PAC Charrnan

r. B.C. DeSpoin - Sunerintendent

Ginny Griffin - School Board Vieober
BCtty Scott - Resource Person
“cttie Whitchead - Dircctor




APPENDIX G

Lawrenccebury, Indiana

C. Cize: - Principal .

Helen Conrald - Prosident Schiool board

Frances tarp - Title [
Stephen 5

abbard - sunorintondont
Margarct Hacbaer - P Charr.am
Jake Scthitza - Direc

H
It c
Louise Yoiny - Federal programs iirector

Univcrsity of Florida

James Bracey

Philadelphiy, Ponnsylvania

Doris Cohen - P\C Chaiirran
June Hairtston - Ass.
Floyda Marcus - Dire
Tom McNarara - bva
Sallyc Puryear - Resocurc
Leontinc Scott - Diyecstor F
Arthur Thomas - Board ’lambe

Richmond, Vir::nia

.
Virgie Binferd  Dircoror 'N\\“*MN
: Pat Brown - P\C Chiire-on ) N T
' Pat Gordon - Parent
5 Linda Fry - Par:zut
! Dr. Ray Garguilo - Evaluator
: W.T. Griffin - MNin1-PAC Charrman
Bill Hicks - Parent
Miles Joncs - Chairman School Bourd
‘ Dar Nix - Assistant Director of PFederal Proprors
: Dr. Pinckney - Dircctor of Llerentary [lucaticn
! Tampa, Florida )

Gail Lonri - Parent S,
Altamease Liich o« é
Clara Nuccio - Director
Ruth Reynolds - Carricninm- 1 Stotfy

Sharon Tallent - PAC Chuirman
[ERJ}:‘ Vilma Vega - Curriculas (oeratnator - 1T Stadf

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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winnsbor o, Tt L r

David FPoltin - e O
Larry Hovle - Taocns
Carole Kund o - bvalues oo
B1ll Lyles - Lip ot

Matthe v Serndl o - 9 0 e B
* ) T .
Thoras Narrny - PR G
Yahioa, Webyr o)
Jack Frish - S“Lrvrintonlone
Roscmar s Maef - b covro o Dorsan
Williarm St . o = Scbhool Doard U b -

.
Anna Uobobacior - 00 oot
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ACEI\'[_)_‘\_
The Florida Pavent tlducuetion Projraa
. Winter horkshop
Fleger Inn
Galnasville, Ploride 32511
. November 1:-15, 1973
vednesdoyv, lovenber 11
8:30 - 9:00 - Rogistratica Mezzanine
9:00 - 10:00 - "ihere are we now and wiere are Rose Koury .
we going?" Pat Olmsted Conference A
10:00 - 10:30 - Ccffee break
10:30 - 12:00 - Proposal writing presentation Rose Koury
Pat Olasted Conference A
12:00 - 1:30 - Lunch
1:30 - 2:30 - PAC action, loczl znd ratlonal - Conference A
2:30 - 3:30 - Snall groups
A. Proposal writing continucd Conference A
B. PAC action continuad Conference B
Thursday, Novemnber 5
9:00 - 10:00 - Revision of Sponsor Objectives Conference A
10:00 - 10:30 - Coffee breax
10:30 - 12:00 - Sharing of local fundinz plans tor
entering gradz and wcrk plans for
consulting, 1974-7% Conference A
12:00 - 1:30 - Lunch
1:30 - 2:30 - Siatus of 1973-74 Data Collectinn Conference A
230 - 3:30 - wWrap-up Conference A

Conferznce Poow b his beoa reserved tor svell groups on hedaesiay s the Board Rooa

for srall gronns on rhur s,

ERIC
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INSTYTUTE
Of HJUMAN

.5]3 Weil Hall

FNOR
RESCU N

FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

Gordon E. Greenwoud, Co-Direzvur
william B, #aore, To-Director
Hattie Bessert

Bob N. Ccge

fra J. Goragon

Barry J. Guinazh

R. Emile Jester

John M. Newell

Art Newman

Rod Webb
EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

\iliam F. Breivogel, Co-Drirector
Don Bernard

Mae (Stevie' Hotimon

Simon Johnson

Athol B, Pcole-

Joe Shea

INSTITUTE FOR DEVELOPMENT
OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Alan Colier
Patricia P Oimsted

APPENDIX 1

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

- N
t‘_) OFMEAT ! v oversity of florida
co.nesville florida - 32611
PROJECT FOLLOW THROUGH
September 13, 1973
MEMO

T0O: Liaison Officers und Consultants

FROM - G.E. Greenwood «wnd W.F. Breivogel

RE : Consulting Procedures, 1973-74

Since we have -~ome new consultants and liaison
officers this yesr and since the procedures and gcoals
have changed somewhat <rom Ira's earlier statement in
his famed "Atlanta parer,” we felt that it might be
helpful to all concered if we laid out the procedures
that should be followcd by consultants during 1973-74,

First, 1t should be remembered that each Follow
Through comnunity has a lidison officer who is responsible
tor all consulting auctivities that take place there.

The role des~ription of the liaison officer is attached.

it is assumed that all consultants have
properliy qualitfied themselves to consult byv: (1)

reading the Follow Through literature; (2) partigipating
1n 50% of all Frollow Through meetings and work<hops;

(3) accompanying a regular consultant on a consultant
trip.

Seccnd,

Lraison officers must remember that each community
has only 18 consulting duavs for 1973-74 1ncluding the
August preservice workshon. Also, pretest and posttest
data must he gathercd by consultunts at the beginning
and at the end ot 1973-71 (HISM and SRI on new PEs
and DTBs videsotape data rposttest onlv) in most communitics)
and therefore trips nust he scheduled to permit such
data collection in etther August or Septepber and in
Ma~ .

Before goinu on a consultine trip, the consultant

should., {1)  review ntformation (oncerning the community
hv readlrw; COnsuitinge reroris fited In 50th et (dsh
Drane) and by talking with the Liqm-on ottt oy and reoont
consultants, {01 vieow anv videut ires recery Doand
examine evaluaatyon Jdary o nvandbable, suen oas the PERE or

O
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MEMO
September 13, 1973

Page 2 .

pretest data (ask Pat); (3) go over the ''1973 Schedule
of Objectives' with the liaison officer to help focus
your visit and get a copy of the consultant summary
report form from Diane.

When making the consulting visit, focus 1in on those
objectives agreed upon by vou and the liaison officer.
Remember that we are still in the evaluation phase of
Follow Through. This means that we have to try to
keep the Model "pure." The Florida Model 1s still not
a classroom model. Teacher-iE planning and role
relations and the use of the PE as an instructional
assistant are our classroom concerns. Do not inadvertantly
cause a community to "mix models" (by, for example,
helping them adopt the Kansas Model in the classrovom
by using their Follow Through inservice time for
precision teaching).

Appropriate consulting activities should relate to
the "1973-74 Schedule of Objectives' and include old
standbys such as going on home visits with PEs, conducting
half or full day inservice sessions for teachers and
PEs, assisting teachers and PEs during classroom planning
sessions (as part of the cycle), and participating in
PAC meetings. Relatively new consulting activities
include spending a full day working with PAC, meeting
with school and community power figures (such as principals),
training trairers (such as spending a full day with task
specialist ! working with evaluators conducting
program au .if you are qualified to do so and if
arrangements have been made).

Upon returning to Gainesville, the consultant
must turn in his consulting report with the ''1973-74
Schedule of Objectives" attached and the consultant
summary report tc iliane beforc he receives his consulting
fee. All travel arrangements should be made through
Eileen prior to the visit. tersonal (non-Follow Through)
travej arrangements should be made personally and not
~#ith Eileen and should not be charged to the 1.JHR
acc~nt at the House of Trave! (See Jester, Greenwood,
Ware "reivogel, or Ginger 1f you have questions).

Unless there 1s a holiday or that FERDC secretaries
are on vacation, vou should have vour check for travel,
per diem, and consulting within two Jdays. YOu must writc
Fileen a check (made out to tlouse of Travel) and have

arned 1n vour reports to Diane betore picking up vour
check from Eilcen.
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MEMO
September 13, 19753
Page 3

Based on the consulting report, the liaison officer
will write a consulting letter to the project coordinator
and PAC Chairman within five working days after receiving
the consulting report. During September, liaision
officers should turn in the consulting dates for the
entire year to Diane (remember to check dates out with
PAC) and the names of the first five consultants
(August through December).

GEG/dh
Enc.
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Liaison Officer Role Description

1. ®ill attend 90% of "official" liaison officer and Follow Through
meetings.

[ 3]

Will turn in schedules of consultants at least five months in
advance to Diane Beck in September and December.

3. Will follow up to see that consulting reports and inser ice data
summary turned in are within two working days after the consultant's
return to Gainesville.

4. Will write a consulting letter within five working days after
receiving the consulting report.

5. Will communicate directly with the PAC Chairman at least once every
two months to assess PAC progress (monitoring data) and consuiting
needs.

6. Communicate (in addition to the consulting letter) with project
coordinator at least once ver month to assess community needs in
terms of objectives attai.ment (monitoring data) and to plan
consulting activities.

~3

Will personally visit his community during the time of proposal
preparation and render appropriate assistance as well as reviewing
the proposal once it is prepared. Will insist that PAC also be
involved in this process.

8. Will schedule consultants to communicate with school administration
(and if possible school board) at least every two months.
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Job Description of the Florida Policy Advisory .mmittee Con.ultant

AO

Meet individually with the Director and the PAC chairman tc discuss

PAC issues and concerns.

Meet with the PAC officers to discuss PAC issues and meeting plans.

Attend a PAC meeting to aobserve how the PAC functions.

Be prepared to participate, if called upon, to help with PAC problems

which may arise during the meeting.

After the meeting, discuss with the PAC chairman and Director then put

in writing all suggestions or recommendations concerning the improvenent

of PAC operations.

Meet with principals, PEs, teachers, other Follcw Through staff and

community organization representatives, either individuzlly or collect:izly,

to discuss and emphasize the role and importance of the PAC.

Render specific help te PACs such as:

l. organizing the PAC in accordance with the Follew Through guidelines.

2. Aiding in interpretine the guidelines of the PACs and parents.

3. Assisting in drafting a set of PAC by-laws for adoption.

4. Helping to devise a PAC calendar of activities.

S. Developing ways to get more parents active and involved in the PAC.

6. Helping to establish working sub-committees as needed.

7. Assisting the PAC in contacting and working with other local agencies
which could be of benefit.

8. Aiding in setting up ways for the FAC to hélp evaluate the local

Follow Through program.




Hl
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APPENDIX I

Page 2

§. Helping to establish PAC srievance procedures,

10. Assistingéw1th the developrent of PAC budgets.

Work with the U.S. Office of Education National Follow Through
staff as requested.

Meet with the "AC chairmen as a group to discuss and help resolve
problems and issues.

\
Attend the summer workshop(s) held at the University of Florida.

After each consultant visits, the Florida consultant

A.

forwards a written report, within five days, to the Director of
the Institute for Developnent of Human Resources and the liaison
officer of the comnunity visited;

calls if necessary, the liaison officer, to relate any information
necessary before the report is sent;

forwards in writing to the visited community's director and PAC
chairman, a report of impressions and recommendations as a result
of the visit;

contacts the USOL Project Officer, if necessary, to reiate matters
of concern after consultation with the appropriate liaison officer;
keeps on file records and copies of the kinds of assistance given

to the community on each visit.
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Final Report
Tampa, Florida
1973-74
Dr. A. B. Packer

The Tampa FT project has been under the able leadership of Mrs. Clara
Nuccio since its inception. Mrs Nuccio has continued to provide stability
and direction to the large staff of teachers and parent educators. She has
also continued the maintenance orf favorable relationships between the three
schocl principals and the Follow Through staff. Mrs. Nuccio has worked with
the parents in the PAC in such a manner that many of the parents have deval-
oped excellent leadership skills. As we have mentioned in previous reports
some parents who were formerly quite negative towards Follow Through have
switched and become extremely supportive. Mrs. Carol Pitts,the FT PAC Chair-
woman, is a shining example of a parent who has made a rather remarkable change
from an "aginner" to a strong leader. Again it has been Mrs. Nuccio's strong
and persuasive leadership skills which have made such changes possible.

Another positive attribute of Mrs. Nuccio is her skill in involving a
wide variety of community agency workers in her staff leadership training ses-
sions. She uses such persons as the Director of the Manpower Program, the Com-
munity Action Agency and a number of the central staff of the Hillsborough Coun-
ty Public Schools.

Another person who has significantly strenthened the Tampa FT work 1is
Loretta Vacant: the lask Specialist. She has worked diligently with teachers

and P.E's in task development and delivery. Fortunately funds are available to

support her work for the 74-75 year.

The Teqchcrs

The c¢lassroom teachers i1n Tampa are generally supportive and cooperative.

ihev  ~t1ii maintain the position that [T tedquires substunliaily morc of

P S
Ll

than 1s required of a resular teacher. Our consultants report that teachers
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are etftfectively using the P.I''s 1n the classrcoms.

The P.E.'s

Through the vears we have had a good group of P.E.'s in Tampa. This is
partially substantiated by the fact that a good number of them have taken advan-
tage of opportunities to furtiher their education and hav: completed 4-year de-
gree programs. At least three of these persons will be taking teaching positions
in Tampa classrooms for the 71-75 school year.

We have had a regular turnover in P.E.'s this vear which has required that
new persons be trained to carry out their work. A large amount of staff time
is required for this training.

The computer data indicates that we need to continue working with P.E.'s
so that they will improve their delivery of the task. Too often the P.E.'s only
"told" and "showed" the tasks to the parents.

A good number of the P.L.'s also apparently didn't make : special attempt
to adapt the task to the parents when delivering it. And again there is eviden-
ce that parents must be better trained in using desirable teaching behaviors
when working with their children.

In general the P.L.'s reported that the parents saw the tasks as important

for their children and that the children were successful in completing the tasks.

The Parents

In my opinion the Tampa FT parcents compose a significant social force.
Their letter writing campaigns ind Washington trip-taking witness to this fact,
They have repeatedly met with the county school udministrators and with school
board members to express their concerns about the value of the program to them
and cheir fam:ilies., They have had the Superintendent of schools in attendance

at their PAC meetings. In fact they expect that school, ceamunity and state
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Loresular attendance at tnerr sessiuvin,

o orea o the volvement of parents in task development.
"norease the wwovmt of parent p

art
rrot~- o th:t teachers and parents actually sece themselve
4 1d "= education,

="

oo wecouraged and promoted this aamd o oo

Cor A
Lot et wd gaality of feedback from home provided by otne PULLote
Yoo Nl
st 1e e aren ata from Gainesville written in lavman's tovme tor princi-
(1, -raft, parents, PLUL.'s and teachers in Tampa:

icipation and involvement in the class-

S a3 parents 10
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Final Report
Lac du Flambeau, hash_ngton
1973-74

R. E. Jester

This waz un unusual year primarily because the school principal had

decided to attempt coordinating the program in additicn to his regular
duties.

Dr. Ware and Dr. Jester worked with che staff and Mr. Bauman in éérly
September. Both lett with the uneasy feeling that there might be problems
but were, at the same time, optimistic.

The next coensultant visit was not made until January. 'Mrs. Pat Olmste§
reported that therejyere some problems with model implementd‘éon. Particularly
in that home visits were not being made in the expected quantity or quality.
The next visit, in February, was made simultanecusly by Mr. James Bracey and
and Dr. ®illiar Ware. The focus was to be on home visits and in stren%thening
the PAC. This seemed to help. Dr. Ware also followed up hy making a March
visit. The Jollow-up indicated a much strengthened I'\l, increased parent
involvement, and awareness,on Mr. Bauman's part that these changes were occurring.

Dr. Gordon Creenwcod made « visit early in April which seemed to 1ndicate
that the program wus bezinning to smooth out. Greenwood's visit was a positive
influence and the program was now beginning to align better with the guide-
lines.

The final .1s1t w»a< made by Dr. R. Jester.® The indications were very
positive in almost all aspects of the progr-am. There is little doubt that
the progrim by 1all of 1974 will be 1n complete compliance with all Fell

Through puidelines  and with Sponsor vhicctives
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Rev. ieon bverett is now school ' hard charrman, and a new super-
tntendent has Leon cnosen. The relationship with the school district
1= overy good and their support has been eacellent.

The succens of Houston's program centindes to be 1n part on the
growth in achi-venont ot the children in the program. Houston centinues
to be fortunate to have an ecacellert evaluation pregram that continues to

1

work well wotn tne listrict's evaluation department.

[t 1. hoped that the next year considerabie eftfort will be spent

on Desirable Teaching Behaviors and home visits with teachers and parent
educitors . Tto coordinator has not been in good health this vear, but

1

her ussistant S done an cacellent job in administering the program.

It us with great pleasuere the nest year looks good for relationships

w1tn the schoot Coard, ~cheol auranistrator-, and the Follow hrougsh ~taff,

Fhis cooperat o ottt 1 1 meaningtul and © ~ttive one that has bees.




Final Report
winnsboro, South Carolina
1973-74

Dr. Simon O. John-un .

The Follow-Through bFroject in Winnsboro, Scuth Carclina, 1s
operating in two scnools located about 15 miles apart. The woerdon
School :s located 1n the town of Winnshoro, and cieger Schoocl 1s
located in the rural area. There are 27 classruoms (1-8; 2-7; % 7
and 601 children participating 1n the program. Turnover rate :s
about 14% tor teachers und 77 for parent ‘'ucators. ]

The following geals were 1dentified as the most 1rpertant ones
to accomplish during the 1973-74 scheol vear:

1. Increase community awarcaes: ind acceptance of the program.

2. Train the tuask specialist tc nlan and to conduct more etfective

inservice workshops for teacher: and Carent Educators. ‘

3. A<sist Parent Lducators in developing additional shills in
the use of the Desirable Teaching ® havior: when presenting
a task.

4. Ircrease the number of varent generited tasks.

5. Encourage the school officials ind directors of other projects
in Fairfield County to continue operating parts of the pro
grams after the completion of the phase out.

fvaluation of the Goals

In attempting to accerplish the tirst goal tcomunity wareness)
and the t1fth goal fcontinuation ot the Projects the Presect Director
and the statt completed the tollowing aorivitics

Ao An wpen house wrs planned un order toc crtilen- b o-ee thy

grogram 1n operation
B, Articles concerning the Trogect were placcd v tie ! il ‘

newspaper ond 1t radi: o omd releo e tat o
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Local business | 2.sons were invited 1n to learn more about

the prugram.

“ev crtizens were 1avited to learn more about the program.

T .wareness goal seemed to have been met with about 90% etffective-

ness. 1 =fully, the efforts will encourage the target group to look

———— . 4

with fa.or upon keeping parts of the Project in cperation atter the

phase out.

\
Goal number twu (truining task specialist to conduct workshops)

was not very successful. The major problen was that the regilar task

specialists {Trower) requested ane received 4 lewve of absence duiing
the first pirt of the yvear 1974, Her repiacement [Bluck) spent the
first month~ attempting to learn ' . job. Therefoure, the continuity
from the 1nservice Trowe: r-.eived 1n August and September wasn't
cont,nued. This goal will "2 continued during the 1574-75 school year.
Goal three tP.1. devel ping beceming more effective 1n the use of
MBs) and four {:nciease the use of parent yonerated tuasks) were given
muich censideration.  In the absence ot an experienced task specialists,
consultants were scheduled to work with teachers and PE's 1n an etfort
to accomplish the goal~. Fven chough pregress was shown 1n each of the
aboy v aregn. uddirtional assistance 15 needed. These goals will be

addressed rore foreefully dusing the aummer work<hon 1 Wisnchoro,

TARIAKY
friring ties 1473 74 ool owe o o ieon P TOaTe W it (A S0 R RN
Lne ottt vyt ottt Lo U ae et e ]
R L P S S A AT TR R IR TR SR oo, A PRSI
tho ‘ Lore 1o st ot S S }
[ S ’ H v b the Tatse v : RN L A e




the project.

Winnsboro still has nany problems that should be sclved, for
example, how to encourage the school officials to appropriate funds
1n order to keep parts of the program in operation atter the phase
out. Nevertheless, much progress has been made, ind the Froject

15 Tunning smoothly.
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Final Report
Lawrenceburg, Ind:iana
1873-74

Dr. G. E. Greenwoond

The Follow Through Program in Lawrenceburg, indian., dppeared
to pretty much function the same way during 1973-74 as 1t did
during 1972-753. In spite of consulting efforts to the contrary,
the strengths and weaknesses seem to remain the same.

A rnumber of stiengths can bo cited. The program's community
1mage has changed to the point where it 1s now the '"in-thing' to
have one's chila in the progew:. The superintendent of schools,
the school board, and the building principal all support the pro-
gram and are often seen at PAC meetings. It 1s the plan of the
cormunity to continue the program in tiie entering grade 1f the
phase-out continues. So overall the program 1s strung.

However, certain weaknesses remain to plague progress. Many
teachers and some parent educators still believe that ''the class-
room 1s where it 1s at" and, as a result, some teachers don't plan
with their parent educators and some parent educators simply don't
make weekly home visits. Many of the tasks are of poor quality
and are poorly delivered. PL absentceilsm 1s sometimes excessive.
[0 make matters worse, the project administration has to be
. Tes.ured by the model sponsered pefore attempts are made to deal

with these problems localiy




O
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The other big problem ires continues to he that of PAC.
While the PAC chairperson 1s now 4 low 1ncome parent, no oine work-

with her locally te help her learn her role. Many of the meeting.

are without decision-making purpose and i1nvolve spedhers and

"entertainnent.’ \ls0, the participation of low-income parents 1s
1s styll rfar be'ow that of upper-income parents. Ferhaps neat

sear will ve the year that the PAC will really get moving.

Overall, the Lawrencebury program 1s strong but has o f

ftw

problems thit nave not lent themselves tu easy solution.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Final Report

Jacksonvillie, Florida

1973-74

Dr. G E. Greenwuod

1975-74 bas been s vear of ¢r

1615 and revrganization for

the Jacksopvilice Follow Through Program. During the first haif

I8

of the year old antagonisms between the Prosect Coordinator and

the PAC werc increased to the point

event . were the hiring of g parent

of c¢risis.  The culminating

involvenent <pecialist without

the full approval of PAC and the expectation on the part 1 the

Project Ccordinator that PAC would

vsal witnout tully examining 1t.
> £

sign off on the 1973-74 pro-
E I

fhe ensuing crisis led to 4

change in Project Coordinators.  ihe new Coordinator, Jeanette

Hazouri, has been very ctrective th

2~ tar in reestablishing good

relaticns with the PAC and 1n trying to heal otber "uld wound~."

She has alsou been effective 1n retr

Ieadership roles in the progran.

Jacksonville's strengths would

aining her staff to assume

than appedr to be a new

d mamic, and etffective Project Coordinator, a reorganited Follow

Throuch =stafi, and an efrfective, "h
PAC leadersiip,  Theve clements app
strength thot th program finally

However, there arce a number ot

s

boe worte Doon. Tarst, che prove e o

appy" PAC operating under strong
ear to have such goneral over.
prers Jikely to succeed,

aredas of wedkness that must

»oeprcad over a4 larye mipdeor

- 1 1T .
ot schools aud W12 noat princinal~ dare ~oportove, a4 ow are ot
i ; : ,
md rust bo worked with,  Second, while fhe PAW 1 generaily tunction
g better than cver, ~ove of the "ML Cormgrtees contraae tone ed
. A\’
P S




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[ ]

strengthening. Third, many of the home learning tasks are of
poor quality and are pooriy delivered. A sreater aumher of
parent-generated tasks needvt§ be written up and sent into homes.
Fourth, some of the parent educators aren't making home visits
and aren't turning in PEWR's. Last, some of the teachers aren't
planning with their parent educators and seem to be supported 1in
this by their piincipal.

Most of the upper-administration and parents continue to
be supportive of the program. It is 1in a very good position to

have 1ts very best year durinyg 1974-7S.




Final Report
Richmond, Virginia
1573-74

Dr. W. F. Breivogel

Although there was a minimum of court ordered student movement this
year {there was transfer of some students to other schools because of over-
crowding pairing of schools) there was a continuing problem of stability
of personnel (teachers, Parent Educators) especially in the evaluation
position. The year (1973-74) started with Ray Garguilo as Follow Through
evaluator. (lle had been cvaluator for 1972-73) but moved to another pSSi-
tion in the Richmond school system in September. After a lapse of two
months a young woman (Sally Kelly) was hired in November (73). By this time
many of the projected plans for pre-data collection were not possible to
accomplish, in fact many of the instruments which were to be used to collect
the data had not been developed/ selected by December when Dr. Bill Ware
vivited Richmond to offer assistance to Ms. Kelly. By March (74) Ms. Kelly
had left the position. She was not replaced then and will not be replaced
for the coming year (1974-75).

There were also some problems with PEWR forms being collected from
the Parent Educators and sent to Florida for processing. The person in
that role will not be with Richmond Fallow Through next vear. A system
has been developed to remedy this problem and a dependable, competent
person will be placed in this position.

There was also a problem in the area of carcer development. The

erson in that position will not be with Follow Through next year and the
position wil! not be filled.

Richmond Follow “hrough has been fortunate in the school sviten

. support 1t has gained over the years. There are three ared superint. adeoot .




in Richmond with Follow Through schools 1n each of these areas. Two of

the three area directors (Nat Lee, former Richmond Federal Projects Dir-
ector has been a strong supporter and has been to Florida a number of times,
his assistant Dan Nix 1s now Federal Projects Director, 1s a strong supporter
and has been to Florida a number of times. Ms. Lois Jones was a former prin-
cipal of a Richmond Follow Through School, she 1s a strong supporter, and

had also been to Florida. The third area director Dr. Bob Frossara has be-
come knowledgeable about the program and 1s a stvone supporter.

The Rev. Myles Jones, president of the Richmond Board, has been to
Florida and 1s a strong supporter.

PAC has had consistent leadership over the years. There has been a
strong, supporting central core of people who have given exceptional a-
mounts of time to the Richmond PAC.

With all the problems: personnei and continuing movement of children
trom school to school, there continues to be great interest on the part of
parents in the Follow Through program. Richmond has demonstrated good faith
by ehanneling Title I money into 4 limites summer program for Follow Through
children. Follow Through has also set the pace in Richmond for parent in-

volvement which is mandated in Title 1.







Final Report
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
1973-74

. Dr. Barry J. Guinagh

Below are the obiectives set out for 1974-75. The Summary of 1973-74
will be based on these objectives.

The first objectives for 74-75 1s to strengthen the entire local inservice
training statf so they can take over incervice and preservice training. During
73-74, the coordinator of the program, Mrs. Floyda Marcus, had two deaths in her
immedizte familv., This hurt the continuity of the program. The staff understands
the model well; the prohlems come in administering the model. There has been much
trouble 1n seeing that the program is carried out during 73-74. This is mainly
due to the deaths in Mrs. Marcus' family.

The second objecctive fer next year is to increase the number of parents partic-
pating in PAC and uat committee meetings. Some gains have been made in this area
during 1973-74. There is now & monthly team meeting with all the staff, adminis-
tration, representatives from the superintendent's office, along with parents, who
discuss problems. This gives parents the chance to be heard. In addition, the
Follow Through parents organized this past year to object to the cut backs in Follow
Through. Their efforts were successtul, and the entering grades were refunded,
although at a smaller funding level. Several of the parents in the Florida Follow
Through model are very active in PAC, and Doris Cohen 1s the chairperson of the city
wide PAC. Naturally, there is Iwavs voem for improvement, particularly at Stevens
School where there 1s little parent 1nvolvement; but 1n general the parent partic-
ipation has heen a bright spot in 73-74.

The third chjective for 73-75 1s to 1ncrease the percentages of home visite

completed. This has been a real problem in "3-74, 3\ Jetter wias written to Lee

Scott, Director of tollow Through.

BV

+ 4
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'""As vou know, 1n the past we have been concerned with the number
of home Visits made in the tlorida Mcdel Follow Through Program. Since
the home visit 1s the core of our model, a low percentage ot home visits ‘
indicated the model 1s not being implemented.

We have done an analvsis of the percentages of visits made by school.
We find great dirferences between the completion rate between Stevens and
Nebinger. For example, at Mebinger 25.2. of the possible visits were not
attempted. In neither case 1S this as low as our national average {15%
not attempted), but the figure for Nehinger certainly indicates an effort
while the hi h figure of 63.5% of visits not even attempted indicates that
the model is not being implemented there. It also should be noted that the

figures for Nebinger have improved since the beginning of the vear.

The percentages for completed visits also indicate the same problem,

At Nebinger, 18.9% of the visits are made, while at Stevens only 13.7% of

the visits are made. This compares to our national average of 62%. We

are also not receiving all the Parent Educator keekly Reports, PFWR's)

necessarv to give an accurate account of the program. At Nebinger 20.4%

of the weekly reports are not received, while at Stevens the rigure 1s

49.6%. This compares to our national average of 17%.

We are asking that the program at Stevens not be included in the

1973-74 national evaluation. Since the Florida Model has not been implemented

at Stevens, it is misrepresentative to evaluate Stevens School as 1f it

were implementing che Florida Model. Second, we need to discuss further

with you what can be done to see that the model is implemented at Stevens

during the next school year."

The above letter was answered by both Lee Scott and Morris Berkowitz,
Principal at Stevens stating that the weekly home vists would be reviewed weekly
and an audit would be made of individual work of parent educators.

The forth objective was to increase the knowledge and acceptance of the Florida
parent Education Program by school administrators. This has been done. Lee Scott
is very supportive of the program. She is generally supportive of parent involve-
ment.

The t1fth objective is to increase teacher acceptance of und participation
in the program with particular emphasis en teacher planming.  There has been little

change in the involvement of teachers. The model still 1s having difficulty getting

teachers involied with the home visit phase of the provram.



-3-

The sixth objective‘?or next yvear 1s to increase the number of parent

‘ generated tasks. There has heen Improvement in this area in 73-74. There is
now a parent curriculum comnittee, and several parents are spending a great deal
of time developing activities for home visits,

The seventh objective for 74-75 is t; increase the amount of consulting
activity in the classroom. This has been done to some degree in 73-74. The
consultants have met with several of the classroom teams and have discovered
problems. The consultants always try to talk to the teacher  about what they

\
saw during the home visit.

The majcr problem in Philadelphia continues to be the low percentage of
home visits completed. We hope that with the development of a weekly audit

of each parent educator's performance this situation will improve in 74-75.

O ..,
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Final Report
Yakima, Washington
1973-74

William B. Ware

The Follow Through program in Yakima, Washington progressed at an
excellent rate under the capable direction of Ms. Anna Uebelacker. Since
the inception of the project in 1968, Yukima has been able to develop
some excellent local resources from which the project can draw support.

The central staff of the project is capable of working intensively
with new teachers and parent educators coming into the program, and is
also capable of working continually with the staff already in the program.
Adequate evaluation services are available locally in addition.

During 1973-74 five separate sitevisits were made bv sponsor repre-
sentatives. Dr. Ware, the liaison officer, visited the project in August
to assist with the initial training of new personnel. At that time, 1t
was noted that there was a high degree of involvement on the part of local
staff. It was also noted at the time that the FAC needed organization
and tle leadership needed to be developed. In January, Dr. Johnson vis-
ited Yakima to work with several groups of teachers in the use of learning
centers and parent educators in the classroom.

In February, Ms. Olmsted visited the project. Major activities of
her visit included home visiting with parent educators and inservice
for parent educators centering on the use of DTB's. The implementation of
the DTB's in home visits 1< one of the few weak spots in the program in

Yakima.
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Dr. Jester visited the project in April. A good part of his visit
was devoted to contact with groups of parents and other community groups.
The last visit of the year was made by Dr. Ware. In addition to tying
up some loose ends, he also observed some teacher-PE planning sessions,
which could use some strengthening. ﬁlso, a raview of home visits in-

dicated a weakness in DTB implementatign.

In conclusion, the Yakima project skems basically sound. Two areas

\
X,

needing attention during 1974-75 are DTB implementation and PAC {parent)

. . \‘\\
organization, \

R
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Final Report .

Chattanooga, Tennessce
1973-74

William B. Ware

The academic year 1973-74 was one of drastic changes for the project
1n Chattanooga. These changes can be traced to the implementation of a
court order to engage 1n cross town busing for purposes of desegregation.
The court order was enacted in January. Prior to that time, the projgram
progresééd as might be expected, witl the sponsor providing such services
as necessary to implement the ''standard" Florida Parent Education program.
After the court order, initial efforts attempted to seek ways in which to
implement the regular program under the new conditions. After a short time,
the combination ¢f new local conditions and reduced Federal support for
1974-75 became persuasive and changed the course of tue Chattanooga project.

After joint meetings of LEA staff, sponsor representative, and pro-
ject officer, it was agreed that Chattanooga should attempt to modify the
Parent Education Model to fit local conditions. A good deal of subse-
quent energy was used to clarify the nature of the érogram and its rela-
tionship to the sponsor.

The modified program will continue to stress the sponsor philosophy
of involving parents in the education of their children. However, rather
than having two paraprofessionial aides/classroom making home visits, the
outreach will be managed by a home-school paraprofessional coordinator who
will work with groups of parents in addition to making home contacts.

At this time it is difficult to assess the status ?f the project in
Chattanooga. However, a combination of factors (a dedicated coordinator .
and capable staff, a committed LEA, and experienced parents) would suggest

that the program in Chattanooga will continue to bhe effective as 1t has

\
:

been in the past.




Final Report
Jonesboro, Arkansas
1973-74
Rodman Webb

The Jonesboro, Arkansas Follow Through Project has rebounded nicely
from the problems created in the school system by the disastrous tornado that
ravaged the arcva some time ago. During this year an effort was made to improve
the quality of home visits. All consultants emphasized this topic (though it
was not our exclusive concern} and progress was evident. Jonesboro teachers
and PEs performed well on the Desirable Teaching Behavior instrument and the
quality of home visits was improved. A higher completion rate was achieved 1in
qualified homes and great progress was made in the completion rate in non-
qualified homes as well. The 72-73 school year ended with a completion rate
in qualified homes of 58.24% but a 74.41% completion rate was maintained through
April, 1974. The no PEWR rate dropped in this category from 23.5% to 7.7%
over the same period. The non-qualified category improved from a completion
rate of 25.71% at the end of 72-73 to a rate of 53.37% through April, 1974.

The no PEWR rate fell from 66.4% to 13.3% over the same period.

There is a need to improve the quality of teacher-PE planning sessions
and to instill in teachers a higher sense of responsibility for the quality of
PE performance. We plan to improve 1in this area by arranging heme visits for
selective teachers.

The PAC functions in Jonesboro as an effective and forceful body when
there are specific tasks to be tackled. In normal, unproblematic times, however,
PAC serves only a perfunctory function. It's meetings are not large unless
entertainment or some other come-on is advertised. There are PAC activities,
however, which serves a usetul community function (arts and crafts classes
for example) but the organization is not intimately and ongoingly connected with

the daily functions ot the Fellow Through Project in Jonesboro. we hope to make

.4‘."’p'




Mv"""

.

improvements in this area during the next year.

o™

The coordinator, Nettie Whitehead, is the backbone and %riving force
of the .Jonoshoro program. She is hard working, personable and }alented in
her job. she manages to handle an enormous amount of work and ‘o do it
eftectively and with a good deal of grace. She has, howaver, gore work than
any one person can handle and is in need ¢f assistance. A full time social
worker and a full time task-parent educator specialist would improve %c
program significantly.

The classroom practices in Jonesboro continued to be a strong point
of the program. Teacher-Parent Educator relationships are strong and PEs
are, for the most part, used productively 1n the classroom. Principals have

been cooperative and both teachers and parent educators have been geniunely

supportive of the program.
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